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The overall objective of this study was to examine the differences in 
conflict tactics utilized by African-American truant males and females within the 
family environment. To attain this objective, reasoning, verbal, and physical 
conflict tactics utilized by the truant when in a conflictual situation with their 
mother, father, and siblings, were measured. The Conflict Tactics Scale (CTS) 
was used to gather data from a sample of 35 African-American truant offenders 
ranging from ages 11 to 17. These individuals were obtained from the Truancy 
Intervention Program housed at the Fulton County Juvenile Court. T-test 
analysis noted a significant difference between males and females utilization of 
physical conflict tactics; however, it did not note a significant difference between 
males and females utilization of reasoning and verbal conflict tactics. 
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Conflict has been present since the beginning of time as is evidenced in 
the biblical story of Cain and Abel. When one brother became jealous of the 
other brother, their conflict resulted in the murder of Abel by Cain. Improper 
handling of conflict is an ever present force in American society. This is apparent 
in the number of crimes and individuals involved in the penal system. If these 
individuals handled conflictual situations in the proper way, they would 
theoretically not be negatively impacted by the legal system of this country. The 
challenge faced by all is handling conflict in the proper way, that is, in a manner 
that is beneficial to all parties involved; whether proper means a satisfactory 
outcome, or dissatisfaction, but resolution of the conflict without hurt or harm 
(emotional or physical) suffered by anyone involved. 
Conflict can be defined as the striving by two or more parties in groups or 
communities to achieve opposing or mutually exclusive goals.1 Or, conflict can 
be defined as the state that occurs when two or more parties believe they have 
incompatible objectives.2 In a sense conflict is like friction, that is, two opposing 
forces rubbing together. This study will examine conflict tactics utilized by truant 
1 Social Work Dictionary. 3rd ed. (1995), s.v. “Conflict Resolution.” 
‘Richard Edwards, ed., Encyclopedia of Social Work. 19th ed. (Washington DC: NASW Press, 
1995), s.v. “Conflict Resolution,” by Bernard S. Mayer. 
2 
African-American males and females in interactions with siblings, parents, and 
their perception of father (boyfriend)-mother (girlfriend) conflict resolution. Three 
tactics which include reasoning, verbal aggression, and violence will be 
measured. 
This study is relevant for social workers because relatively few studies 
address the African-American family. A substantial deficit exists in social science 
literature about conflict tactics utilized by African-American adolescents; in the 
area of truant adolescents; and in the area of African-American female juvenile 
delinquency. It will also be useful because of the exploratory nature of the study, 
which may prompt more detailed research in these areas . 
Statement of the Problem 
This exploratory descriptive study is concerned with conflict tactics utilized 
by truant African-American male and female offenders during interactions with 
siblings and parents, and their perceptions of father (boyfriend)-mother (girlfriend) 
conflict. Specifically, this research is concerned with the differences between 
males and females usage of conflict tactics within the family environment. 
3 
Purpose/Sianificance of Study 
The purpose of this study is to examine conflict tactics utilized by 
African-American male and female truants during family interactions with siblings 
and parents/significant others and to identify any differences or associations 
between the two. The ways in which conflict is handled can be the determinant of 
actions taken which may range from arrest to death. This is apparent in the 
homicide rate and the number of juveniles being detained in this country. Thus, it 
is vitally important that an understanding of the conflict tactics among young 
offenders and their family environment is obtained so as to develop preventive 
and corrective measures to decrease the rate of juvenile delinquency in this 
country. 
This study will involve data collection for parent to parent/significant other, 
sibling to parent, and sibling to sibling conflict tactics. Although small in nature, 
this study will open the door to a topic that has not been given much attention. 
Research is limited in the following areas: 1) methods of conflict management in 
African-American families; 2) African-American female and male truants; 3) 
African-American female deviance; 4) theoretical frameworks to address conflict 
in African-American families; and 5) the family environment as it relates to 
truancy. Specific attention must be given to cultural and gender differences in 
African-American families, their methods of communicating with each other, the 
4 
techniques they use to manage conflictual situations, and the way children 
perceive conflict. 
This study will also address implications for professionals. Consideration 
will be given to the changing role of the school social worker in reference to 
conflict management within the school system; the school social worker’s 
responsibility to make a concerted effort to address truancy as a major problem; 
and in the development of policy and procedure for conflict management and 
resolution among students. This study, which reflects a review of the current 
literature, will also address the need for further research in the area of theory 
development and enhancement. This is vital in order for the population being 
examined to receive the best possible services from professional social workers. 
CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
This review of the literature will focus on the African-American male and 
female juvenile delinquent, with some emphasis placed on adolescence, truancy, 
family environment, parental conflict, family violence, and physical punishment as 
it relates to deviance in delinquents. The literature consistently supports the 
thought that the family environment has some effect on a child’s propensity to 
become involved in deviant behavior. Specifically, marital conflict which may 
include verbal and physical aggression, are predictors of delinquent behavior. 
The literature further supports the thought that family conflict results in different 
internalizing and externalizing behavior in female and male adolescents. 
Although there has been an abundance of research conducted on the male 
delinquent, research concentrating on the female delinquent is limited. The latter 
is also true for African-American female and male delinquency. This study will 




Juvenile delinquency is usually grouped into two categories: 1) a 
delinquent offense, which is an act that would be considered a crime if committed 
by an adult; and 2) a status offense, which is a delinquent act that would not be 
considered a crime if committed by an adult such as running away, incorrigibility, 
breaking curfew, or truancy. It is a growing problem in this country. In recent 
years, it has often been said in the media and throughout normal everyday 
conversation that the current generation of youth is a lost generation. This 
statement is probably based upon many facts which include alarming statistics 
that indicate persons under 18 years of age accounted for 2.7 million arrests in 
1994; delinquency case rates increased 21% from 1988 to 1992; by 1993 the 
number of juveniles murdered in this country increased by 94% from 1983; 53% 
of youth were killed by adults, 19% by juveniles, and 28% by perpetrators whose 
age was unknown. Juvenile arrests were made because of violent crimes which 
included murder, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, and other crimes 
such as burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, arson, prostitution, runaway, 
and vandalism to name a few.1 Furthermore the number of juveniles involved in 
the penal system in the United States is alarming; 12,300 in juvenile detention; 
'Howard Snyder and Melissa Sickmund, Juvenile Offenders and Victims: A National Report 
(Washington, DC: Office of Juvenile and Delinquency Prevention, 1995), 1-11. 
25,000 in juvenile training schools; 4,860 in juvenile camps and ranches; 
328,900 in juvenile probation; 53,300 in juvenile parole; and 42,300 juveniles 
housed in public juvenile correctional facilities.2 
The question comes to mind after reviewing these statistics; “what is 
causing this crime increase among the youth population of this country?” This 
study is founded on the belief that the family environment is a major predictor of 
a child’s behavior. Our society is experiencing an increase in teen pregnancy, 
child maltreatment, family violence, divorce, and drug abuse to name a few of the 
many ills. It would stand to reason that if all of these things are going on there 
will be some disintegration of a well established and normal functioning family 
system. 
Research has shown a connection between conflictual family 
environments and delinquency. This conflict can be verbal and/or physical. 
Children who are victims of violence suffer delays in physical, social, and 
emotional development. This of course will result in academic and social 
problems for these children which are known contributing factors to juvenile 
delinquency.3 
2
 Armando T. Morales and Bradford W. Sheafor, Social Work: A Profession of Many Faces 
(Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1995), 278. 
3 Mark Rosenberg and Mary Fenley, Violence in America: A Public Health Approach (New York 
Oxford University Press, 1991), 39. 
s 
Adolescence 
Researchers suggest that conflict between parents and children increases 
during the period of adolescence.4 It is during the adolescent phase that children 
desire more independence and freedom from parents and those in authority. 
They have a desire to make their own decisions and choices without interference 
from adults unless advice is solicited 
Adolescence is characterized by specific physical and biological changes. 
These changes differ in gender and timing but not in order of occurrence. 
Females usually experience the onset of menarche, symbolizing reproductive 
capabilities and they develop breasts and experience the growth of pubic hair to 
name a few changes. Males experience changes in external genitalia, and the 
growth of facial and body hair. Both sexes experience maturation of the body’s 
motor system resulting in increased size and strength; increased neuronal 
complexity of the brain which enables the ability for adult judgment and abstract 
thinking. 
Aside from biological and physical changes, psychosocial changes also 
occur during adolescents. Adolescents may become more self-absorbed and 
demand more independence. The relations between adolescents and others 
usually experience some changes as well. They become more sensitive to and 
4 Ibid., 41. 
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concerned with peer relations. Research shows the relationship between parents 
and adolescents varies according to issues and family patterns.5 
African-American adolescents deal with these psychosocial issues and 
many others. It has been suggested that minority status, associated 
disadvantages and inequalities generate experiences and conflicts specific to 
Black adolescents. African-American youth are disproportionately represented in 
teen pregnancy, homicide, female headed households, and juvenile delinquency. 
The involvement of African-Americans in the juvenile justice system results in 
severe limitations on their educational and occupational opportunities. Early 
involvement in this system perpetuates a cycle of delinquency, incarceration, 
recidivism, unemployment, and marginal social adaptation in childhood.6 In terms 
of educational limitations and inadequacies, truancy is a serious issue for 
African-American children and adolescents. 
T ruancv 
Truancy, an increasing problem in the United States, is considered by 
some to be one of the more minor delinquent offenses and also a predictor of 
future delinquent behavior which may become progressively serious in nature. 
5 Richard Edwards, ed., Encyclopedia of Social Work. 19th ed. (Washington, DC: NASW Press, 
1995), s.v. “Adolescence: Direct Practice,” by Mark I. Singer and David L. Hussey. 
6 Reginald L. Jones, ed. Black Adolescents. (Berkeley: Cobb & Henry, 1989), 4-9. 
10 
Out of a total 97,000 status offense cases in 1992, 26,000 truancy cases were 
processed. From 1988 through 1992, there was a 21% increase in the number 
of truancy cases.7 However, some feel that the number of truancy cases is 
actually underreported. 
Children who are truant are usually suffering from some type of 
deprivation. This depravation can be physical, emotional, and/or educational. 
Most truancy cases are made known to the courts by school social workers. 
Although truancy intervention is an early intervention for future delinquent 
behavior, very little attention is given to the truant. Juveniles are usually bought 
into the juvenile justice system for more serious offenses. 
The Female Juvenile Delinquent 
As stated earlier, limited research has been conducted on the female 
juvenile delinquent. A possible reason for this is that the number of female 
delinquent acts addressed by the court system was far less than that for males in 
the past. However, female delinquency escalated in the 1970s, rising between 3 
and 5 times as rapidly as males according to Denmark and Rutschman-Jaffee in 
1979.8 Calhoun explored the relationship of gender role and female delinquency 
7 Howard Snyder and Melissa Sickmund, Juvenile Offenders and Victims: A National Report 
(Washington, DC: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 1995), 138. 
8 F.L Denmark and R. Rutshmann-Jaffe, “ The Emerging Female Criminal,” International Journal 
of Group Tensions 1-4, (1979): 50-58 quoted in George Calhoun Janelle Jergens and Fengling Chen, “The 
Il 
by calling attention to the females progression into areas that were typically male 
domain in the past. According to research conducted by Calhoun the reasons for 
the increase in female deviancy lie within gender role, self-perception, intellectual 
ability, and dysfunctional families; where a dysfunctional family is any home 
situation where children are not valued, protected, and loved.9 Research has 
shown a positive correlation between female juvenile delinquency and the 
dysfunctional family. Balthazar and Cook suggested the increase occurred 
because: 1) females have become more masculine; 2) some girls are caught 
between the traditional roles of females and a newer more active role; and 3) 
some females are unable to live up to expectation at home, school, or among 
peers.10 
The self perception of female delinquents compared to that of 
nondelinquents is lower. It should be noted that many factors influence 
self-perception such as sexual victimization and parental abuse or neglect. 
Researchers have indicated that sexual abuse is perhaps the most significant 
cause of delinquency in girls. 
Neophyte Female Delinquent: A Review of The Literature,” Adolescence 28 (Summer 1993): 462. 
9 George Calhoun ,Janelle Jergens, and Fengling Chen, “The Neophyte Female Delinquent: A 
Review of the Literature,” Adolescence 28 (Summer 1993): 461-470. 
10 ML. Balthazar and R.J. Cook, “An Analysis of the Factors Related to the Rate of Violent 
Crimes by Incarcerated Female Delinquents,” in Gender Issues. Sex Offenses, and Criminal Justice. 
(Binghamton, NY: The Haworth Press, 1984), 103-118. 
12 
Family variables that influence female delinquency include physical and/or 
sexual abuse, incest, and parental neglect or abandonment.11 In a study 
conducted by Henggeler, Edwards, and Bordwin, it was observed that parents in 
families of female delinquents had higher rates of conflict than their counterparts 
in families of male delinquents.12 According to Morris and Gold, female 
delinquency is more likely to reflect problems at home than is male delinquency.13 
Rosenbaum noted a weak relationship between family conflict and 
delinquent behavior in research conducted on the families of 240 women who 
were committed to the California Youth Authority as adolescents in the 1960s, 
mostly for status offenses such as running away. The racial make-up of the final 
study sample was 51% White, 30% African-American, 9% Latino, and 10% Asian 
or Native American. Although data regarding family violence in this study were 
missing, the researcher found it evident that violence was present in many of the 
homes simply because many of the known fathers of the girls in this study had 
spent time in jail for fighting with their wife. In 37% of the cases, the mothers had 
been charged with child abuse and/or neglect. 
11 George Calhoun, Janelle Jergens, and Fengling Chen, “The Neophyte Female Delinquent: A 
Review of the Literature,” Adolescence 28 (Summer 1993): 461-470 
12 S.W. Henggeler, J. Edwards, and CM. Borduin, “The Family Relations of Juvenile Delinquents,” 
Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology 15 (19871: 207. 
13 Martin Gold, Status Forces in Delinquent Bovs. (Ann Arbor, MI: Institute for Social Research, 
1963), quoted in Jill Leslie Rosenbaum, “Family Dysfunction and Female Delinquency,” Crime and 
Delinquency 35 (19891: 32. 
13 
He found that 71% of the parents fought regularly about the children. 
There was also conflict regarding the use of alcohol in 81 % of the homes. There 
was little consistent supervision found in these homes. The girls in this study had 
a tendency to do as their mothers by becoming pregnant and having children at 
young ages. By the time of discharge, 51 % of these girls had children.14 
An important factor to consider in this study is the time period within which 
data were originally collected. In the early sixties, neither the criminal justice 
system, social service agencies, nor the community were as knowledgeable or 
aware of the extent and nature of family violence and child sexual abuse. Thus, 
the full extent of difficulties experienced by these families cannot be determined 
from the case files. 
Male versus Female Juvenile Delinquency 
Conflict within the family manifests itself in different behaviors for males 
and females. It is suggested that families of female delinquents are more 
problematic than those of male delinquents. Research consistently shows that 
most girls identified as juvenile offenders have suffered some form of sexual 
abuse.15 Studies also show that girls who have been physically abused are more 
14 Jill Rosenbaum, “Family Dysfunction and Female Delinquency,” Crime and Delinquency 35 
(1989): 31-44. 
15 George Calhoun, Janelle Jergens, and Fengling Chen, “The Neophyte Female Delinquent: A 
Review of the Literature,” Adolescence 28 (Summer 1993): 462-465. 
14 
likely to commit status offenses such as being truant or running away from 
home.16 
Significant differences between the behaviors of males and females were 
found in a study conducted by Rhodes and Ferguson. The sample for this study 
included 22 females and 42 males who were involved in a youth social service 
agency located in a large midwestern city. The racial composition of the sample 
was 48% African-American, 29% Hispanic, 11% White, and 2% Asian. The 
mean age was 14.7 years. A modified version of the Self Reported Delinquency 
(SRD) and Alcohol and Drug Use Scales utilized in the National Youth Survey 
was administered to the adolescents. Boys were referred to this agency because 
of violations of the law; whereas girls were referred because of status offenses 
which included truancy, and running away. Rhodes and Ferguson found that girls 
who had been sexually abused engaged in more property offenses and drug 
sales. They also found that girls who had been physically abused were more 
likely to have committed status offenses and misbehavioral acts toward parents. 
The self-reported delinquency reports indicated that girls did not commit more 
status offenses than boys.17 
16 Jean E. Rhodes and Karla Fischer, “Spanning the Gender Gap: Gender Differences in 





A key component to conflict tactics utilized by African-American males and 
females when interacting with various members of their family system is the 
family environment. The family is a major source of social interaction, personal 
growth, and social and emotional maturation. Family interaction and attachment 
are paramount in social control theories of delinquency.18 The family environment 
is the central determinant of a child’s socialization. Patterns of interaction, 
coping, and identity formation are normally acquired within the context of the 
family. These experiences are fundamental to interactions with others and 
socializing influences. They prepare the child, effectively or ineffectively, to meet 
the challenges of the world outside of the family environment.19 
Cernkovick and Giordano challenged previous literature which stated that 
broken homes ( divorce and/or separation) account for delinquent behavior in a 
study that examined family relationships, interactions, and gender. They found 
familial problems and conflict that led to separation and/or divorce to be the 
cause of deviant behavior. It now appears to be generally accepted by the 
research community that harmonious, yet physically broken homes, are less 
18 Stephen Cemkovich and Peggy C. Giordano, “Family Relationships and Delinquency,” 
Criminology 25 ( 1987): 295-317. 
19 Brian K. Barber, “Family, Personality, and Adolescent Problem Behaviors,” Journal of Marriage 
and the Family 52 (19951: 69-76. 
16 
detrimental to children than are physically intact but psychologically broken 
homes. 
Cernkovick and Giordano also examined the order of action in this 
research. They consider the fact that high degrees of control and supervision, 
conflict, and parental disapproval of peers follow delinquency instead of 
preceding it. However, the researchers further state that family attachments are 
formed before delinquent behavior begins.20 Thus, it is more likely that the 
aforementioned behaviors do precede the delinquent behavior. However, it is 
natural that family relations will be modified after a child has been identified as 
being involved in delinquent behavior. 
The family environment was examined by Barber who looked at family 
functioning and its effect on delinquent behavior. Barber divided delinquent 
behavior into two categories, internalized and externalized. Adolescents who 
internalized their problems may have been involved in suicidal ideation, eating 
disorders, or suffered from severe depression. Adolescents who committed acts 
of violence against property or persons, abused drugs, who are sexually 
permissive, or who had disruptive relationships at school appear to be 
externalizing problems. According to Barber externalized behaviors are 
associated with disengaged family environments, where disengaged refers to a 
20 Stephen Cernkovich and Peggy C. Giordano, “Family Relationships and Delinquency” 
Criminology 25 (1987): 295-317. 
low level of family cohesion. And, internalized behavior is associated with an 
enmeshed family environment, where enmeshed refers to a higher level of 
cohesion.21 
Family Violence 
Concern for family violence has increased in the last two decades with 
laws addressing spousal abuse and agencies coming into existence to work with 
victims and perpetrators. One area that has not been addressed in large 
proportions is the children who are witnesses of family violence. The expression 
of anger through physical aggression is significant because 25-70% of children 
from marital aggressive families manifest clinically significant behavior problems. 
Domestic violence statistics regarding all races are staggering. Approximately 
30% of all emergency room visits by women are a result of domestic assault. 
Approximately 2.7 million cases of child abuse and neglect are reported each 
year. Children who see and experience violence in the home are more likely to 
physically injure themselves or others later in life 22 Exposure to such conflict is 
21 Brian K. Barber, “ Family Personality, and Adolescent Problem Behaviors,” Journal of Marriage 
and the Family 52(1995J: 69-76. 
22 Mark L. Rosenberg, and Mary Ann Fenley, Violence in America: A Public Health Approach. 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1991), 17-25. 
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likely to be associated with externalizing disorders because children are likely to 
learn, through modeling, inappropriately aggressive ways of coping. 
Although more national attention has been given to family violence as a 
whole, little attention has been given to violence in African-American families. As 
a result, there is a substantial deficit in current knowledge about violence in 
African-American homes. Several studies have found that children from poor and 
minority families are more apt to be labeled as “abused” than children from 
families with more affluence who have suffered comparable injuries.23 Even so, it 
has been suggested that the poor and racial minorities are typically 
overrepresented in official reports of deviant behavior.24 Thus, it may not be 
advisable to draw strong conclusions based on statistics regarding child 
maltreatment in African-American families. 
In a comparison of physical violence in Black families from the National 
Family Violence Survey conducted by Straus and Gelles in 1975, and 
subsequently in 1985, the rate of violence toward Black men and children was 
higher and the rate lower for Black women.25 These two surveys are the only 
23 Robert L. Hampton, Violence Against Black Children: Current and Future Research Needs. 
(Massachusetts: Lexington Books, 1987), 3-20. 
24 Richard J. Gelles, “The Social Construction of Child Abuse,” American Journal of 
Orthopsychiatry 43 (1975): 611-621. 
25 Department of Psychology, University of Rhode Island, “Is Violence in Black Families 
Increasing? A Comparison of 1975 and 1985 National Survey Results,” Journal of Marriage and the Family 
51 (1989): 969-979. 
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nationally representative studies of family violence. The Conflict Tactics Scales 
were utilized to tap information from the participants. Data indicated that women 
are as frequently violent as men with spouses and dating partners. However, this 
should not be interpreted as gender equivalence in marital violence because of 
differences in strength, severity, injury, repetitiveness, offender rates, fear, 
dependency, and female devaluation.26 
Researchers in the areas of child development, psychology, and 
criminology agree that family system variables play a major role in the 
development of delinquent behavior. For instance, McGaha and Leoni found 
that excessive family conflict and violence are predictors of later criminal 
behavior. They reported that children who grow up in homes where they witness 
violence and conflict have a tendency to exhibit patterns of emotional 
disturbance, behavior problems, and social conflict.27 
In a study conducted by O’Keefe, several relevant findings were identified: 
1) marital violence had a negative impact on children’s adjustment; 2) a positive 
association existed between the amount of marital violence witnessed and 
father-child aggression; 3) the findings demonstrated a relationship between the 
amount of marital violence witnessed, mother-child aggression and child behavior 
26 Ola W. Barnett, Cindy L. Miller-Perrin, and Robin D. Perrin., Family Violence Across the 
Lifespan. (London: Sage Publications, 1997), 34. 
27 Johnny E. McGaha and Edward L. Leoni, “ Family Violence, Abuse, and Related Family Issues 
of Incarcerated Delinquents with Alcoholic Parents Compared to Those with Nonalcoholic Parents,” 
Adolescence. 30 11995): 475-481. 
20 
problems; and 4) witnessing violence was not significantly related to the child’s 
behavior problems when the effects of parent-child aggression were statistically 
controlled. The findings of this study revealed that family violence was a better 
predictor of behavior problems in girls than boys, particularly in externalizing 
behavior scores.28 
The prevalence of family violence in Atlanta, Georgia was examined 
through use of incident reports from the Bureau of Police Services for the City of 
Atlanta. Statistical information was compiled through shared efforts of the 
criminal justice system, health, mental health, and social service agencies. This 
study considered intimate assault, not just assault between spouses. The victim 
and perpetrator must have been emotionally intimate at the time of the incident or 
at some time before it. Emotional intimacy between victim and perpetrator was 
based on implied levels of closeness rather than on sexual intimacy. 
In 1984, there was a total of 3,295 filed incident reports involving nonfatal 
family and intimate assaults. The annual nonfatal family and intimate assault rate 
in Atlanta was 837 per 100,000 population. The annual rate of total family and 
intimate assault in Atlanta was 7 per 100,000 population. The estimated nonfatal 
family and intimate assault for women was 2.4 times that for men. The fatal and 
28 Maura O’Keefe, “Linking Marital Violence, Mother-Child/Father-Child Aggression, and Child 
Behavior Problems,” Journal of Family Violence 9 (1994): 64-77. 
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estimated nonfatal rates of family and intimate assault for African-Americans and 
other races was 3 times that for whites.29 
Another area that has received little attention from researchers is violent 
interactions between siblings with the exceptions of infant abuse and fratricide. 
Violence between siblings is considered a normal part of the growth and 
development process and is not considered “violence” by some. Contrary to this 
thought, the sibling dyad is actually the most violent system within the family. 
In a study conducted by Goodwin and Roscoe, 272 high school students 
answered questionnaires regarding interaction with their siblings. Straus’s 
Conflict Tactics subscale regarding sibling conflict tactics was used to assess the 
occurrence of violence. Analysis of the information obtained revealed that 65% of 
the females and 64% of the males reported perpetrating some form of sibling 
violence during the preceding year; while 64% of the females and 66% of the 
males indicated they had been victims of physical violence from a sibling. These 
acts of violence included being hit with a fist or object, throwing objects, pushing, 
shoving or pulling. Males reported using physical force as a means of resolution 
more often than females.30 
29 Linda E. Saltzman, et al., “Magnitude and Patterns of Family and Intimate Assault in Atlanta, 
Georgia. 1984.” Violence and Victims 5 (19901: 3-17. 
30 Began P. Goodwin and Bruce Roscoe, “Sibling Violence and Agonistic Interactions Among 
Middle Adolescents,” Adolescence 25 (1990): 451-466. 
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Parental Conflict 
There has been a documented association between marital discord and 
child functioning since the early 1940s. Osborne and Fincham suggested that 
marital discord may reflect a more general tendency to engage in various types of 
conflictual relationships, including parent-child conflict. Thus, formulating the 
thought that a conflictual parent-child relationship, not marital conflict, causes 
child maladjustment.31 
There are many types of marital conflict other than that captured under the 
umbrella of family violence. Overt conflict, covert hostility, verbal aggression and 
avoidance strategies can all be categorized as types of conflict. In situations in 
which these subcategories are classified as marital conflict, they can lead to 
adolescent behavior problems. Specifics related to conflict types and resulting 
child behavior have been identified by many researchers. Minuchin found that 
adolescents who behave in socially unacceptable ways do so because of 
interparental conflict or discord.32 Whitaker and Bry found more specifically that 
adolescent socially unacceptable behavior was caused by overt and covert 
conflict. They also found that parents of adolescents with behavior problems 
31 Frank D. Fincham and L.N. Osborne, “Marital Conflict and Children: Retrospect and Prospect,” 
Clinical Psychology Review 13 ( 1993): 75-86. 
32 S. N. Minuchin, Families and Family Therapy (Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1974). 
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exhibited significantly more frequent overt conflict than parents of adolescents 
without problems.33 The behaviors deemed as socially unacceptable, also 
termed as youth maladjustment by some may, include externalizing problems, 
internalizing problems, and poor academic performance. 
Beuhler et. al. further defined interparental conflict as disagreements 
between parents about issues in family life. In their study of interparental conflict 
and youth maladjustment they concentrated on overt conflict and hostile conflict 
styles which included yelling, screaming, threatening, slapping, and hitting. They 
used the conflict tactics scale to measure these variables. An important factor 
illuminated in the study by Buehler et. al. is the adolescent’s perception of 
interparental conflict which has received little empirical attention. Four areas of 
cognition are examined: 1) youth assessments of hostile interparental conflict 
(e.g. degree of resolution, perceived child related content); 2) self-blame 
attribution of hostile interparental conflict; 3) expectancies of perceived threats 
associated with the hostile interparental conflict; and 4) feelings of being caught 
between or drawn into hostile parental interactions.34 
Cummings and Davies reported that interparental conflict perceived by a 
child as frequent, hostile, aggressive, poorly resolved, and child centered is 
33 Shaun Whitaker and Brenn H. Bry, “Overt and Covert Parental Conflict and Adolescent 
Problems: Observed Marital Interaction in Clinic and Nonclinic Families,” Adolescence 26 (1991): 863- 
875. 
34 Cheryl Beuhler, et al. “Hostile Interparental Conflict and Youth Maladjustment,” Family 
Relations ( 1994) : 409-415. 
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associated with externalizing behavior problems.35 Grych et. al. reported that 
youth self-blame for interparental conflict was strongly correlated with youth 
anxiety (internalizing behavior).36 Youth’s perception of perceived threats and 
feelings of being caught in the middle also result in internalizing behavior such as 
depression.37 
Corporal/Phvsical Punishment 
When looking at sources of conflict and conflict tactics, it is only natural to 
consider corporal punishment. There are many opponents to corporal 
punishment. The opposition is based on many theoretical constructs which 
include social learning theory, cultural spillover theory, and modeling behaviors. 
Murray Straus examined discipline and deviance. He used 3,300 children and 
6,000 couples in the National Family Violence Survey. In his research he found 
that more than 90 percent of parents used physical punishment to handle conflict 
or to correct misbehavior. The findings support that children who are subjected 
to physical punishment have an increased possibility of deviance, including 
35 EM. Cummings and P. Davies, Children and Marital Conflict: The Impact of Dispute and 
Resolution. (New York: Guilford, 1994) 
36 J.H Grych et al., “Assessing Marital Conflict from the Child’s Perspective: The Children’s 
Perception of Interparental Conflict Scale.” Psychological Bulletin 108(1990): 136-146. 
37 Cheryl Beuhler et al., “Hostile Interparental Conflict and Youth Maladjustment,” Family 
Relations ( 19941. 409-415. 
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delinquency in adolescence and violent crimes inside and outside the family as an 
adult, however it does produce conformity in the immediate situation. Also, there 
is some question as to whether the physical punishment is causing the problems, 
or is it the deviant behavior. 
In his research, Straus suggested that physical punishment may send a 
message that violence (physical punishment) can be used when other “morally” 
correct methods fail. He also questions if this practice will have a spillover effect 
when friends or spouses persist in some wrongdoing.38 
Theoretical/Conceptual Framework 
The theoretical bases for understanding the conflict tactics utilized by this 
population is the Hierarchy of Human Needs as postulated by the humanist 
psychologist Abraham Maslow, the Ecological theory by Gitterman and Germain, 
and the Social Control theory by Hirschi. Piaget’s and Erikson’s theories of 
development will also be considered. 
Maslow’s hierarchy of needs is based upon the belief that human beings 
have certain basic needs that must be met before they can go on to fulfill other 
38 Murray A. Straus, “ Discipline and Deviance: Physical Punishment of Children and Violence and 
Other Crime in Adulthood.” Social Problems 38 (1991): 133-148. 
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needs. These needs reside in three categories-fundamental needs, 
psychological needs, and self-actualization needs.39 
Fundamental needs involve the requirement for food, clothing, and shelter. 
Before any human being can operate at full capacity and reach their full potential, 
their fundamental needs have to be met. This is incorporated into a primary 
practice rule for social workers. It is common practice for social workers to 
ensure that a client is not hungry, homeless, or lacking clothing before any of 
their other “presenting problems” can be addressed. Children who are hungry 
cannot function properly within the school environment, the neighborhood or 
within any other system because their bodies are lacking proper nutrition. 
Another basic need as proposed by Maslow is psychological. All human 
beings have psychological needs that must be fulfilled in order for normal 
development to occur.40 These needs may include, but not be limited to, feeling 
loved, a sense of belonging, safety, comfort, support, guidance, discipline, or lack 
of fear to name a few. These primary psychological needs may not be met for 
many juvenile delinquents. These individuals come from various settings. Many 
of them reside in homes where parents are drug addicted, sexually promiscuous, 
uneducated in academics and parenting, unemployed, involved in illegal 
activities, and/or absent. If the parent is involved in all of these activities, quite 




naturally, he/she cannot supply a child with all of their psychological needs. 
These parents have not learned to properly deal with their own needs, and many 
times because of this factor a child is required to “fend for himself.” 
Maslow further examines self-actualization, which is the need for an 
individual to reach their maximum potential. He believes that an individual cannot 
self-actualize without having psychological needs met.41 Thus, the truant is in a 
cyclical state in that many needs are not being met by the family environment, nor 
in the school environment. He/she continues to plummet into despair 
academically and socially while trying to find a way to meet his/her own needs. 
Therefore, the individual cannot progress any further until some satisfactory 
means of meeting these needs is developed; thus self-actualization is not 
achieved. 
The ecological model, as developed by Germain and Gitterman, looks at 
the reciprocal relationships between individuals and environments. In a healthy 
ecological system, there is a balance wherein both the individual’s and the 
environment’s needs are met through interdependence. The environment consist 
of other people and social forces which might possibly include the family, the 
school system, church, peer associations and other systems in which the 
individual may be involved that exert influence on the individual.42 
41 
Ibid 
42 Aaron M. Brower and Paula S. Nurius. Social Cognition and Individual Change: Current Theory 
and Counseling Guidelines (Newbury Park, California: Sage Publications, Inc., 1993), 7. 
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There is a definite relationship between the Hierarchy of Needs and the 
Ecological theoretical framework. The Hierarchy of Needs identifies the needs 
that should be fulfilled in an individual and the Ecological theory looks at the 
relationship between the individual and the environment from which the needs 
should be supplied, while stressing that people and environments are a unitary 
system. The person and the environment can be fully understood only in terms of 
their relationship in which they continuously influence each other which is termed 
indeterminacy. Indeterminacy replaces a cause and effect relationship.43 For the 
purposes of this research study, the populations choice of conflict tactics is 
determined by the family environment in which they operate. Children who are left 
to raise themselves, or who live in homes where parents are considered to be 
extremely permissive, are more likely to become involved with delinquent 
activities. 
As stated earlier, adolescence is a difficult time in which more conflict 
arises between the adolescent and the parent. The methods for handling conflict 
within the home are initially established by the parent. It is vital for parents to 
have knowledge of and practice proper conflict tactics to ensure that their child 
has a proper role model and to fulfill a child’s need for guidance and discipline. If 
these needs are not met conflict arises, in that the child has a need but that need 
43 Richard Edwards, ed. Encyclopedia of Social Work. 19th ed (Washington DC: NASW Press, 
1995), s.v. “Ecological Perspective,” by Carel B. Germain and Alex Gitterman. 
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is not being fulfilled, and consequently he/she begins to search for a way to fulfill 
the need themselves. This search can result in externalizing behavior which 
usually includes following their own rules which may include not going to school, 
fighting, abusing substances, becoming sexually active and/or promiscuous, or 
acting out any behavior that will satisfy psychological needs, however temporarily, 
that are not being fulfilled by parents or some other adult role model. In turn, a 
parent may not understand or like what is happening with their child which may 
cause them to use even more inappropriate disciplinary tactics which 
demonstrates the indeterminacy concept of the Ecological model. 
To address the differences in the genders and the conflict tactics utilized 
by them, the Social Control theory is examined. This theory postulates that a 
youth’s propensity to commit a delinquent act is based upon their bond to 
conventionality with emphasis on family attachment. In delinquency literature, 
attachment to family has been considered as the primary causal factor in female 
delinquency, either through poor parental relations, or an emotionally unstable 
home. The socialization of females usually encourages the formation of close 
affiliation bonds, while males are more likely to be encouraged to be less 
emotionally tied to others and generally more independent.44 Females are 
usually subjected to more control and supervision than males; thus, females are 
44 Douglas A. Smith and Raymond Paternoster, “The Gender Gap: Theories of Deviance: Issues 
and Evidence.” Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency 24 (1987): 143-145. 
30 
likely to engage in more intimate and conflictual forms of communication with 
parents. Males, on the other hand, may not find these forms of communication 
with parents necessary since they are not usually subjected to the same types of 
controls as females. Collectively these differences suggest that females will be 
more strongly influenced by informal social controls and pressures than males, 
who will be more responsive to formal controls. 
Continuing from the perspective of unmet needs of adolescents, 
developmental theories will now be considered. Piaget presented the concept of 
formal operations in his theory of development. It is during this time that a 
normally developing child will proceed form concrete operations to formal 
operations. Simply stated, the adolescent moves beyond trial and error to 
conceptualization of hypothetical situations.45 It appears that juvenile 
delinquents, with emphasis on truants, have not mastered the concept of formal 
operations. These individuals are habitually absent from school which will result 
in an endless cycle of problems such as academic failure, unemployment, 
poverty, and continued criminal activity to satisfy unmet needs. 
Erikson, who believed that the personality develops continuously over the 
entire life cycle, originated the psychosocial developmental theory. His theory has 
eight major stages of development in which an individual must meet a 
45 Richard Edwards, ed. Encyclopedia of Social Work. 19th ed. (Washington DC: NASW Press, 
1995), s.v. “Adolescents, Direct Practice,” by Mark I. Singer and David L. Hussey. 
31 
developmental task and simultaneously be confronted with a crisis they must 
struggle through. This crisis is not necessarily a catastrophe, but simply a turning 
point of increased vulnerability and heightened potential. Erikson feels that each 
part of the personality must develop at a particular time in the life span if it is to 
develop at all. If a capacity does not develop at the normally appointed time, the 
remainder of the developmental process is altered unfavorably. 
Individuals used in this sample should ideally be at the identity versus role 
confusion stage, according to Erikson’s theory. At this stage an adolescent 
considers their role in society, they begin to question their identity, and they 
should develop a sense of self. When this does not happen, an adolescent 
becomes trapped in either role confusion or a negative identity. Erikson uses the 
roles of delinquents as an example. 
Prior to this stage, a child should have proceeded through the industry 
versus inferiority stage in which a child becomes concerned with how things work 
and how they are made. They should be gaining recognition for successes in 
school and at home. However, they may instead acquire a sense of inadequacy 
and inferiority if they do not receive support, reward, and praise from parents and 
teachers.46 This may be the case with the population of this study. These are 
truant adolescents which is an indication of problems at home, and/or at school. 
46 James W. Vander Zanden, Human Development. 5th ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1993), 
45-47. 
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Obviously the need for recognition and gratification are not being met by either 
system. Therefore, according to Erikson the adolescent has not successfully 
completed the childhood stage of industry versus inferiority, which will in turn 
result in failure in the adolescent stage of industry versus confusion. A child 
whose needs were not met will definitely have problems with role development 
and developing a proper sense of self. 
Definition of Terms 
Delinquent: a person under the age of 17 who commits a criminal offense 47 
Status Offender: a person under the age of 17 who commits an offense that 
would not be considered a crime if committed by an adult.48 
Truant: a person subject to compulsory school attendance who is habitually and 
without justification absent from school.49 
Family: for the purpose of this study, the people living together who maintain 
themselves as a unit and function as a group. This unit may include, but is not 
limited to, siblings, cousins, guardians who may be mother, father, or cohabitee, 
grandmother, grandfather, or simply legal guardian. 
47 Bradley J. Boyd, “Practicing in the Juvenile Justice System: Status Offenders”, (Atlanta, GA: 




Conflict: a clash of opposing ideas or wills between two or more individuals. 
Conflict Tactics: means by which an individual reacts to and addresses the 
opposing idea of another individual during a period of disagreement. 
Physical/Corporal Punishment: a legally permissible physical attack on children 
with the most common forms being spanking, slapping, grabbing, and shoving a 
child with more force than is needed to move the child.50 
Statement of the Hypotheses 
1. There is a statistically significant difference between truant 
African-American males’ and females’ utilization of reasoning conflict tactics. 
2. There is a statistically significant difference between truant 
African-American males’ and females’ utilization of verbal conflict tactics. 
3. There is a statistically significant difference between truant 
African-American males’ and females’ utilization of physical conflict tactics. 
50 Murray A. Straus, “ Discipline and Deviance: Physical Punishment of Children and Violence and 





This study was based on an exploratory descriptive design. An 
exploratory design was chosen because of the limited research conducted on the 
African-American truant and conflict tactics utilized by African-American truants. 
The researcher is concerned with differences between the African-American male 
and female truant in regard to the variable conflict tactics utilized within their 
family systems. 
Sampling 
A non-probability convenience sampling method was utilized in this study. 
It was chosen because of the variable truancy and the availability of truants for 
the study. A sample of 35 (n=35) African-American males and females was 
obtained from the Fulton County Juvenile Court Truancy Intervention Program 
(TIP). These individuals were adjudicated through the court and were a part of 
the TIP. The TIP utilizes probation officers solely for students who have been 
identified as truant. Most of these students were introduced to the court as a 
result of a truancy petition being filed by school social workers in Fulton County. 
34 
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Data Collection Procedure (Instrumentation) 
The selection criteria for the sample required that individuals be 
African-American and part of the TIP. A letter of intent which addressed consent, 
and confidentiality was submitted to Ms. Janet Ransom, who is the director of the 
TIP. Subjects did not receive payment for their participation which was solely 
voluntary. The Conflict Tactics questionnaire was administered to the individuals 
who were being detained at the Fulton County Juvenile Detention Center in 
Atlanta, Georgia. Please see Appendices for a copy of the questionnaire and 
letter of consent. 
Data for this research were collected from the sample through a slightly 
modified version of the Conflict Tactics Scales (CTS) as developed by Murray 
Straus along with six demographic questions. The CTS, which are the most 
widely used scales in family violence research, consist of three subscales which 
are as follows: 1) Conflict with Brother or Sister; 2) Conflict with Parents; and 3) 
Conflict between Mother and Father. These subscales are used to measure the 
number of times a respondent used reasoning, verbal aggression, and violence or 
physical aggression during disagreements and fights with a family member in the 
past year.1 Scoring for the scale consisted of the summation of the reasoning 
1 Ola W. Barnett, et. al. Family Violence Across the Lifespan: An Introduction. (London: Sage 
Publications, 1997), 34. 
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conflict tactics, items A-E; the verbal conflict tactics, items F-J; and the physical 
conflict tactics, items K-O. Scores ranging from 0 to 14 are considered low. 
Studies have been conducted that support the internal consistency of all 
three subscales. The reasoning subscale has alpha coefficients ranging from 
.42 to .76. The verbal aggression subscale has alpha coefficients ranging from 
.62 to .88. And, the violence subscale has coefficients ranging from .42 to .96. 
The CTS has also received extensive support regarding its validity. Concurrent 
validity has been evidenced by the agreement between different family members 
about their conflict tactics.2 
Data Analysis 
The independent samples T-test with a significance level of .05 was 
utilized to conduct statistical analyses of the research data. This test was used to 
compare the means of the female and male truant conflict tactics data and also 
the conflict tactics of parents of these individuals. The demographic variables 
were compared by frequency and percent of occurrence among the two groups. 
The SPSS VAX computer software was used for data compilation and analysis 
2 Ibid. 
CHAPTER 4 
PRESENTATION OF RESULTS 
This chapter presents the results of data obtained from 35 
respondents at the Fulton County Juvenile Detention Center. The alternative 
hypotheses: 1) There is a statistically significant difference in the reasoning 
conflict tactics utilized by truant African-American males and females; 2) There 
is a statistically significant difference in the verbal conflict tactics utilized by truant 
African-American males and females; and 3) There is a statistically significant 
difference in physical conflict tactics utilized by truant African-American males 
and females were tested by using the T-test. The variables are compared by 
frequency and percent of occurrence among two groups. Throughout the 
presentation of results, the use of father, cohabitee, boyfriend, or significant 
other are synonymous as well as mother,cohabitee,girlfriend, or significant other. 
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PART ONE: DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 
The population sampled is fairly homogenous with the exception of gender. 
TABLE 1What Is Your Gender (N=35) 
Value Label Frequency Valid Percent 
Male 17 48.6 
Female 18 51.4 
Total 35 100.0 
The above table exhibits that there were 48.6% or 17 male respondents and 
51.4% or 18 female participants in this study. 
TABLE 2.-What Is Your Age (N=35) 
Value Label Frequency Valid Percent 
12 1 2.9 
13 1 2.9 
14 6 17.1 
15 11 31.4 
16 15 42.9 
17 1 2.9 
Total 35 100.0 
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Table 2 reflects that 15 or 42.9% out of 35 respondents were 16 years of age 
and 11 or 31.4% were 15 years of age. Out of the remaining respondents 22.9% 
of them were between 11 and 15 years of age and 1 (2.9%) respondent was 17 
years of age. 
Table 3.~What Grade Are You In (N=35) 
Value Label Frequency Valid Percent 
6 1 2.9 
7 2 5.7 
8 5 14.3 
9 17 48.6 
10 7 20.0 
11 3 8.6 
Total 35 100.0 
Table 3. reflects that the majority of the respondents, 17 or 48.6% out of 35, 
were in the ninth grade and 7 or 20% were in the tenth grade. Of the remaining 
respondents, 22.9% were in grades six, seven, or eight, and 8.6% or 3 
respondents were in the eleventh grade. 
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Table 4.~Do You Live With Your Father, A Male Guardian, or Mother’s Boyfriend (N=35) 
Value Label Frequency Valid Percent 
Yes 19 54.3 
No 16 45.7 
Total 35 100.0 
Table 4. reflects that 19 or 54.3% out of 35 respondents live with their father, a 
male guardian, or mother’s boyfriend and 16 or 45.7% do not. 
Table 5,-Do You Live With Your Mother, A Female Guardian, or Your Father’s Girlfriend (N=35) 
Value Label Frequency Valid Percent 
Yes 32 91.4 
No 3 8.6 
Total 35 100.0 
The data presented in the above table reveals that 32 or 91.4% out of 35 
respondents live with their mother, a female guardian, or father’s boyfriend and 3 
or 8.6% do not. 
Table 6,-Do You Live with A Si oling (N=35) 
Value Label Frequency Valid Percent 
Yes 32 91.4 
No 3 8.6 
Total 35 100.0 
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Table 6. exhibits that 91.4% of the respondents lived with a sibling and 8.6% did 
not. 
PART TWO: CONFLICT TACTICS UTILIZED 
The following tables exhibit data regarding the conflict tactics utilized by 
the sample during a conflict with a sibling. These tactics are categorized as 
reasoning, verbal and physical. The number of possible respondents included 17 
males and 18 females. In most cases there was 1 male nonrespondent and 2 
female nonrespondents, which accounted for the 3 respondents who do not live 
with a sibling. 
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Table 7.--Tried to Discuss The Issue Calmly with Brother or Sister (Reasoning, N=35) 








Never 10 58.8 10 55.6 
Once that year 1 5.9 0 0.0 
Two or three 
times 
2 11.8 3 16.7 
Often, but less 
than once a 
month 
1 5.9 1 5.6 
About once a 
month 
0 0.0 1 5.6 
More than once 
a month 
2 11.8 1 5.6 
No response 1 5.9 2 11.1 
Total 17 100.0 18 100.0 
The data in table 7 show that the majority of the males-10 or 58.8% never 
tried to discuss a conflicting issue calmly with their sibling in the past year and 
neither have the majority of the females-10 or 55.6%. Also reflected is that 5.9% 
of males tried to discuss a conflicting issue calmly once in the past year; 11.8% of 
males and 16.7% of females did so two or three times; 5.9% of males and 5.6% 
of females did so often, but less than once a month; 5.6% of females did so about 
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once a month; 11.8% of males and 5.6% of females tried to discuss an issue 
calmly more than once a month. 
Table 8.--Did Discuss The Issue Calmly with Brother or Sister (Reasoning, N=35) 








Never 8 47.1 9 50.0 
Once that year 2 11.8 0 0.0 
Two or three 
times 
2 11.8 4 22.2 
Often, but less 
than once a 
month 
1 5.9 2 11.1 
About once a 
month 
0 0.0 0 0.0 
More than once 
a month 
2 11.8 1 5.6 
No response 2 11.8 2 11.1 
Total 17 100.0 18 100.0 
The data in table 8. reflect that the majority of males-8 or 47.1% and females-9 or 
50% never discussed a conflicting issue calmly with their sibling in the past year. 
The other categories had a fairly even distribution of responses from both males 
and females with 11.8% of males discussing an issue calmly with a sibling once in 
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the past year; 11.8% of males and 22.2% of females doing so two or three times; 
5.9% of males and 11.1 % of females doing so often, but less than once a month; 
and 11.8% of males and 5.6% of females doing so more than once a month. 
Table 9 -Got Information to Back Up His or Her Side of Things with Brother or Sister 
(Reasoning, N=35) 








Never 7 41.2 8 44.4 
Once that year 0 0.0 1 5.6 
Two or three 
times 
3 17.6 3 16.7 
Often, but less 
than once a 
month 
2 11.8 2 11.1 
About once a 
month 
0 0.0 0 0.0 
More than once 
a month 
3 17.6 2 11.1 
No response 2 11.8 2 11.1 
Total 17 100.0 18 100.0 
Table 9. Continues the trend of the past two tables with the majority of males and 
females responding never to the question. Specifically, 7 or 46.7% of 17 males 
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and 8 or 53.3% of 18 females never got information to back up their side in a 
conflicting issue with a sibling. Other responses from the participants indicated 
that 5.6% of females got information to back up her side of things with a sibling 
once that year; 17.6% of males and 16.7% of females did so two or three times; 
11.8% of males and 11.1% of females did so often, but less than once a month; 
and 17.6% of males and 11.1 % of females got information to back up his or her 
side of things with a sibling. 
Table 10.-Brought in Someone E se to Help Settle Things with Brother or Sister (N=35) 
Value Label Frequency Valid Percent Frequency Valid Percent 
(Male) (Male) (Female) (Female) 
Never 8 47.1 8 44.4 
Once that year 0 0 1 5.6 
Two or three 
times 
4 23.5 4 22.2 
Often, but less 
than once a 
month 
3 17.6 0 0.0 
About once a 
month 
0 0.0 2 11.1 
More than once 
a month 
1 5.9 1 5.6 
No response 1 5.9 2 11.1 
Total 17 100.0 18 100.0 
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The above table reflects that 8 males (47.1%) and 8 females (44.4%) never 
brought in someone else to help settle things with a sibling during a conflicting 
issue. However, 4 males (23.5%) and 4 females (22.2%) brought in someone at 
least two or three times in the last year to help setting things with a sibling during 
a conflicting issue. The table further demonstrates that 17.6% of males did so 
often, but less than once a month; and 5.9% of males and 5.6% of females did so 
more than once a month in the last year. 
Table 11 -Argued but Did Not Yell at Brother or Sister (Reasoning, N=35) 








Never 8 47.1 7 41.2 
Once that year 3 17.6 1 5.9 
Two or three 
times 
3 17.6 5 29.4 
Often, but less 
than once a 
month 
1 5.9 0 0.0 
About once a 
month 
1 5.9 1 5.9 
More than once 
a month 
0 0.0 2 11.8 
No response 1 5.9 1 5.9 
Total 17 100.0 18 100.0 
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The data in the above table demonstrates that most of the males - 8 or 47.1% 
and the females - 7 or 46.7 % never argued with their sibling as a means of 
resolving a conflicting issue. However, three males or 17.6% and 5 females or 
29.4% did argue with their sibling at least two or three times in the past year. 
Respondents also indicated that 5.9% of females and 17.6% of males did so once 
in the last year; 5.9% of males did so often, but less than once a month in the last 
year; 5.9% of males and 5.9% of females did so about once a month; and 11.8% 
of females did so more than once a month in the last year. 
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Table 12.~Yelled and/or Insulted Each Other (Verbal, N=35) 








Never 8 47.1 6 33.3 
Once that year 2 11.8 1 5.6 
Two or three 
times 
2 11.8 5 27.8 
Often, but less 
than once a 
month 
0 0.0 1 5.6 
About once a 
month 
0 0.0 1 5.6 
More than once 
a month 
4 23.5 2 11.1 
No response 1 5.9 2 11.1 
Total 17 100.0 18 100.0 
Table 12. indicates that out of 17 male respondents, 8 or 47.1% of them never 
yelled and/or insulted their sibling in the past year; out of 18 female respondents 
6 or 33.3% of them never yelled and/or insulted their sibling. In the next highest 
category for male respondents, 4 or 23.5% of them had yelled and/or insulted 
their sibling more than once a month in the past year, while only 11.1 % of 
females had done the same. The next highest response category for females 
indicated that 5 or 27.8% of the 18 respondents had yelled and/or insulted their 
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sibling two or three times in the past year, while only 11.8% of 17 males 
responded the same. The table further indicates that 11.8% of males and 5.6% 
of females yelled and/or insulted their sibling once that year; 5.6% of females 
yelled and/or insulted their sibling often, but less than once a month in the past 
year; the same is true for the once a month category. 
Table 13.--Pouted and/or Refused to Talk About It (Verbal, N=35) 








Never 12 70.6 7 38.9 
Once that year 2 11.8 1 5.6 
Two or three times 0 0.0 2 11.1 
Often, but less 
than once a month 
1 5.9 0 0.0 
About once a 
month 
1 5.6 1 5.6 
More than once a 
month 
0 0.0 5 27.8 
No response 1 5.9 2 11.1 
Total 17 100.0 18 100.0 
The information in table 13. manifests that the majority of male and female 
respondents, 70.6% (12) and 38.9% (7) respectively, never pouted and/or 
refused to talk about a conflicting issue in the past year. The data further reflects 
that 11.8% of males and 5.6% of females pouted and/or refused to talk about a 
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conflicting issue once that year; 11.1 % of females did the same two or three 
times in the past year; 5.9% of males did the same often, but less than once a 
month in the past year; 5.6% of females and males pouted and/or refused to talk 
about a conflicting issue about once a month in the past year; and 5 females did 
the same more than once a month in the past year. 
Table 14.--Stomped out of The Room (Verbal, N=35) 








Never 12 70.6 7 38.9 
Once that year 1 5.9 0 0.0 
Two or three 
times 
1 5.9 5 27.8 
Often, but less 
than once a 
month 
0 0.0 0 0.0 
About once a 
month 
0 0.0 3 16.7 
More than once 
a month 
2 11.8 1 5.6 
No response 1 5.9 2 11.1 
Total 17 100.0 18 100.0 
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The above table exhibits that most of the respondents, male (70.6%) and female 
(38.9%), never stomped out of the room during a conflict with a sibling. Out of 
17 possible male respondents, 5.9% stomped out of the room during a conflict 
with a sibling once that year; 5.9% did the same two or three times in the last 
year; and 11.8% did the same more than once a month in the last year. Out of 
18 possible female respondents 27.8% stomped out of the room during a conflict 
with a sibling once that year; 16.7% did the same about once a month in the last 
year; and 5.6% did so more than once a month. 
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Table 15.~Threw Something (but not at the other) or Smashed Something (Verbal, N=35) 








Never 11 64.7 9 50.0 
Once that year 0 0.0 2 11.1 
Two or three 
times 
0 0.0 3 16.7 
Often, but less 
than once a 
month 
2 11.8 0 0.0 
About once a 
month 
0 0.0 1 5.6 
More than once 
a month 
3 17.6 1 5.6 
No response 1 5.9 2 11.1 
Total 17 100.0 18 100.0 
The above table reflects the number of times the respondents threw something 
(but not at the other) or smashed something during a conflict with a sibling in the 
last year. Most of the male-64.7% and female-50.0% respondents never did this 
during a conflict. However, 11.1 % of females did so once that year; 16.7% of 
females did so two or three times; 11.8% of males did so often, but less than 
once a month; 5.6% of females did so about once a month; and 17.6% of males 
and 5.6% of females did so more than once a month. 
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Table 16.--Threatened to Throw Something at The Other (Verbal, N=35) 








Never 10 58.8 8 44.4 
Once that year 2 11.8 1 5.6 
Two or three 
times 
0 0.0 4 22.4 
Often, but less 
than once a 
month 
1 5.9 0 0.0 
About once a 
month 
1 5.9 0 0.0 
More than once 
a month 
2 11.8 3 16.7 
No response 1 5.9 2 11.1 
Total 17 100.0 18 100.0 
The data in table 16 demonstrates that the majority of respondents, male-58.8% 
and female-44.4%, never threatened to throw something at a sibling in the past 
year. Out of a possible 17 and 18 female respondents, 11.8% of males and 5.6% 
of females replied that they did so once that year; 22.4% of females did so two or 
three times; 5.9% of males did so often, but less than once a month; 5.9% of 
males did so about once a month; and 11.8% of males and 16.7% of females did 
so. 
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Table 17.-Threw Something at The Other (Physical, N=35) 








Never 12 70.6 5 27.8 
Once that year 0 0.0 2 11.1 
Two or three 
times 
0 0.0 4 22.2 
Often, but less 
than once a 
month 
2 11.8 1 5.6 
About once a 
month 
1 5.9 0 0.0 
More than once 
a month 
1 5.9 4 22.2 
No response 1 5.9 2 11.1 
Total 17 100.0 18 100.0 
Table 17. exhibits the number of times the male and female respondents threw 
something at a sibling during a conflict. An overwhelming majority of the males 
(70.6%) never threw something at a sibling during a conflict; however, females 
had a slight majority over the other categories with 27.8%. Female respondents 
threw something at a sibling during a conflict once that year 11.1% of the time; 
two or three times 22.2% of the time; often, but less than once a month 5.6% of 
the time; and more than once a month 22.2% of the time. Male respondents 
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threw something at a sibling often, but less than once a month 11.8% of the time; 
about once a month 5.9% of the time; and more than once a month 5.9% of the 
time. 
Table 18 - Pushed, Grabbed, or Shoved The Other (Physical, N=35) 








Never 10 58.8 5 27.8 
Once that year 1 5.9 4 22.2 
Two or three 
times 
2 11.8 2 11.1 
Often, but less 
than once a 
month 
1 5.9 1 5.6 
About once a 
month 
2 11.8 0 0.0 
More than once 
a month 
0 0.0 4 22.2 
No response 1 5.9 2 11.1 
Total 17 100.0 18 100.0 
Table 18. exhibits the number of times a respondent pushed, grabbed, or shoved 
a sibling during a conflict. Most male respondents, 58.8% never did the 
aforementioned and neither did 27.8% of the females. Other categories for male 
56 
respondents are fairly evenly distributed with 5.9% did push, grab, or shove, a 
sibling during a conflict once that year; 11.8% two or three times; 5.9% often, but 
less than once a month; and 11.8% about once a month. The other categories 
for female respondents indicated that 22.2% of them pushed, grabbed, or shoved 
the other once that year; 11.1% did so two or three times; 5.6% did so often, but 
less than once a month; and 22.2% did so more than once a month. 
Table 19.-- Hit or Tried to Hit The Other Person but Not with Anything (Physical, N=35) 








Never 10 58.8 6 33.3 
Once that year 2 11.8 0 0.0 
Two or three 
times 
2 11.8 4 22.2 
Often, but less 
than once a 
month 
0 0.0 2 11.1 
About once a 
month 
1 5.9 1 5.6 
More than once 
a month 
1 5.9 3 16.7 
No response 1 5.9 2 11.1 
Total 17 100.0 18 100.0 
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The above table manifests that 58.8% of male respondents and 33.3% of 
possible female respondents never hit or tried to hit a sibling (not with anything) 
during a conflict during the last year. It further displays that 11.8% of males did 
hit or try to hit a sibling once in the past year; 11.8% of males did so two or three 
times and 22.2% females did the same; 11.1% of the females did so often, but 
less than once a month; 5.9% of males and 5.6% of females did so about once a 
month; and 5.9% of males and 16.7% of females did so more than once a month. 
Table 20.- Hit or Tried to Hit The Other Person with Something Hard (Physical, N=35) 








Never 13 76.5 9 50.0 
Once that year 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Two or three 
times 
1 5.9 2 11.1 
Often, but less 
than once a 
month 
0 0.0 1 5.6 
About once a 
month 
1 5.9 0 0.0 
More than once 
a month 
0 0.0 3 16.7 
No response 2 11.8 3 16.7 
Total 17 100.0 18 100.0 
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The data in table 20. demonstrates the number of times a respondent hit or tried 
to hit a sibling with something hard in the past year. Most males (76.5%) and 
females (50.0%) respondents indicated that they never did the aforementioned. 
The remainder of the categories are fairly evenly distributed with 5.9% of the 
males and 11.1 % of the females doing so two or three times; 5.6% of females 
doing so often, but less than once a month; 5.9% of males doing so about once a 
month; and 16.&% of females doing so more than once a month. 
PART THREE: CONFLICT TACTICS SCORES 
As indicated in the methodology section, the scoring mechanism for this 
instrument consists of separate scores for reasoning, verbal, and physical 
aggression. The following tables will be a representation of respondent scores 
arranged by gender of respondent and the scores of the mothers and fathers of 
the respondents. 
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Table 21.--Summation of Child Reasoning Scores (N=35) 








0-14 7 41.2 8 44.4 
15-29 5 29.4 5 27.8 
30-44 4 23.5 3 16.7 
45-59 0 0.0 1 5.6 
No Response 1 5.9 1 5.6 
Total 17 100.0 18 100.0 
Table 21. reflects that 7 or 41.2% of males and 8 or 44.4% of females had a 
reasoning score between 0 and 14; 29.4% of males and 27.8% of females scored 
between 15-29; 23.5% of males and 16.7% of females scored in a range of 30- 
44; and 5.6% of females scored in a range of 45-59. 
Table 22.-Summation of Child Verbal Aggression Scores (N=35) 








0-14 10 58.8 8 44.4 
15-29 5 29.4 5 27.8 
30-44 0 0.0 0 0.0 
45-59 1 5.9 4 22.2 
No Response 1 5.9 1 5.6 
Total 17 100.0 18 100.0 
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Data from the above table demonstrate that the majority of the respondents had a 
verbal aggression score in the range of 0 to 14. Specifically, 10 (58.8%) males 
and 8 (44.4%) females had a score of 14 or below. The remainder of the scores 
included 29.4% of males and 27.8% of females in the range of 15 to 29; and 
5.9% of males and 22.2% of females in the 45-59 scoring range. 
Table 23.-Summation of Child Physical Aggression Scores (N=35) 








0-14 15 88.2 8 44.4 
15-29 0 0.0 4 22.2 
30-44 0 0.0 4 22.2 
45-59 1 5.9 1 5.6 
No Response 1 5.9 1 5.6 
Total 17 100.0 18 100.0 
The above table reflects that 88.2% or 15 males had a physical aggression score 
below 15 and 44.4% or 8 of the females had a physical aggression score below 
15. The female scores were more widely dispersed with a total 44.4% of them 
falling in the 15 to 44 scoring range. There was one male and one female in the 
45 to 59 scoring range. 
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When viewing tables 24-26, it is notable that most of the males did not 
respond to questions pertaining to their father because they did not live with 
them. In all but one of these tables there were 70.6% of males who did not 
respond. This should be taken into consideration when comparing statistics 
between males and females. 
Table 24.-Summation of Fathers’ Reasoning Scores by Child’s Gender (N=35) 








0-14 5 29.4 6 33.3 
15-29 0 0.0 4 22.2 
30-44 0 0.0 3 16.7 
45-59 1 5.9 0 0.0 
No Response 11 64.7 5 27.8 
Total 17 100.0 18 100.0 
Table 24. shows that the majority, 64.7% or 11 of the males did not respond to 
this question which in this case is an indication that they did not live with their 
fathers. A smaller portion of the females 27.8% or 5 did not live with their 
fathers. According to the respondents, the next largest category is in the scoring 
range of 0-14 with 29.4% or 5 of the males scoring their father’s reasoning skills 
below 15, and 33.3% or 6 of the females doing the same. The other scores for 
males included 5.9% in the 45 to 59 range. Females had 22.2% in the 15 to 29 
scoring range and 16.7% in the 30 to 44 range. 
62 
Table 25.-Summation of Fathers’ Verbal Aggression Scores by Child’s Gender (N=35) 








0-14 4 23.5 7 38.9 
15-29 0 0.0 5 27.8 
30-44 1 5.9 1 5.6 
45-59 0 0.0 0 0.0 
No Response 12 70.6 5 27.8 
Total 17 100.0 18 100.0 
Table 25 manifests that the majority, 70.6% or 12, of the fathers’ verbal 
aggression scores according to males were in the no response category, while 
27.8% or 5 of the scores according to the females were in the same category. 
The majority of females scored their fathers in the 0-14 scoring range at 38.9%, 
while 23.5% of males scored their fathers in this range. Other scores included 
fathers’ scores of 5.9% for males and 5.6% for females. 
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Table 26.--Summation of Fathers’ Physical Aggression Scores by Child’s Gender (N=35) 








0-14 4 23.5 10 55.6 
15-29 0 0.0 2 11.1 
30-44 1 5.9 1 5.6 
45-59 0 0.0 0 0.0 
No Response 12 70.6 5 27.8 
Total 17 100.0 18 100.0 
The above table exhibits the scoring of fathers by their children both male and 
female in the area of physical aggression. Most females (55.6%) scored their 
fathers in the 0 to 14 range, while 23.5% of males scored their fathers in this 
range. Other scores consisted of 11.1 % of females scoring fathers in the 15 to 
29 range; 5.9% of males and 5.6% of females scoring fathers in the 30 to 44 
range. 
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Table 27.-Summation of Mothers’ Reasoning Scores by Child’s Gender (N=35) 








0-14 11 64.7 7 38.9 
15-29 3 17.6 7 38.9 
30-44 1 5.9 3 16.7 
45-59 0 0.0 0 0.0 
No Response 2 11.8 1 5.6 
Total 17 100.0 18 100.0 
Table 27. displays the scores given to mothers by their male and female children 
in the area of reasoning. The majority of males (64.7% ) and females (38.9%) 
scored their mother in the 0-14 range; 17.6% of males and 38.9% of females 
scored their mother in the 15-29 range; 5.9% of males and 16.7% of females in 
the 30 to 44 range. 
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Table 28.--Summation of Mothers’ Verbal Aggression Scores by Child’s Gender (N=35) 








0-14 14 82.4 10 55.6 
15-29 1 5.9 4 22.2 
30-44 0 0.0 3 16.7 
45-59 0 0.0 0 0.0 
No Response 2 11.8 1 5.6 
Total 17 100.0 18 100.0 
Data in the above table finds the majority of males (82.4%) and females (55.6%) 
scored their mothers in the 0 to 14 point range for verbal aggression; 5.9% of 
males and 22.2% of females placed mothers in the 15 to 29 scoring range; and 
16.7% of females in the 30 to 44 range. 
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Table 29.--Summation of Mothers’ Physical Aggression Scores by Child’s Gender (N=35) 








0-14 13 76.5 11 61.1 
15-29 2 11.8 3 16.7 
30-44 0 0.0 1 5.6 
45-59 0 0.0 1 5.6 
No Response 2 11.8 2 11.1 
Total 17 100.0 18 100.0 
Table 29. indicates that most respondents, male (76.5%) and female (61.1%), 
scored their mothers in the 0 to 14 range for physical aggression. The table also 
reflects that 11.8% of males and 16.7% of females scored their mother in the 15 
to 29 range; 5.6% of females scored their mothers in the 30 to 44 range and 5.6% 
of the females scored their mother in the 45 to 59 scoring range for physical 
aggression. 
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PART FOUR: TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
The following tables will examine the level of significance among the 
hypothesized relationships utilizing the independent samples T-test. 
TABLE 30 
T-TEST ANALYSIS OF REASONING CONFLICT TACTICS UTILIZED BY MALES AND 
FEMALES 
(N=35) 
Group Mean Deviation T-Value DF Prob. level 
Males 18.13 14.73 .18 30.49 .497 
Females 17.24 13.82 .18 30.49 .497 
Child reasoning scores. 
P=.05 * = significant relationship 
Table 30 reflects that the mean score for the males is 18.13 and 17.24 for the 
females. The standard deviation for the males and females is 14.73 and 13.82 
respectively. The Degrees of Freedom for the two groups is 30.49 . The T-value 
score is .18 and the level of significance is .497; thus, there is no significant 
difference between the groups. Therefore, the alternative hypothesis is rejected. 
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TABLE 31 
T-TEST ANALYSIS OF VERBAL AGGRESSION CONFLICT TACTICS UTILIZED BY MALES 
AND FEMALES 
(N=35) 
Group Mean Deviation T-Value DF Prob. level 
Males 11.13 14.34 -1.63 28.99 .198 
Females 21.06 20.04 -1.63 28.99 .198 
Child verbal aggression scores. 
P=.05 * = significant relationship 
Table 31 exhibits a mean score for males as 11.13 and 21.06 for females. The 
standard deviation for the males and females is 14.34 and 20.04 respectively. 
The Degrees of Freedom for the two groups is 28.99. The T-value score is -1.63 
and the level of significance is .198; thus, a significantly different relationship 




T-TEST ANALYSIS OF PHYSICAL AGGRESSION CONFLICT TACTICS UTILIZED BY MALES 
AND FEMALES 
(N=35) 
Group Mean Deviation T-Value DF Prob. level 
Males 5.88 11.80 -2.18 29.49 .043* 
Females 16.41 15.84 -2.18 29.49 .043* 
Child physical aggression scores. 
P=.05 * = significant relationship 
Table 32 exhibits a mean score for males of 5.88 and 16.41 for females. The 
standard deviation for the males and females is 11.80 and 15.84 respectively. 
The Degrees of Freedom for the two groups is 29.49. The T-value score is -2.18 
and the level of significance is .043; thus, a significantly different relationship 
exists between the groups. Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected. 
CHAPTER 5 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The conclusion of this study will include results of the hypothesized 
relationships between variables, and points of interest in relation to these 
variables. A two tailed T-test was used to compare the two groups, male and 
female, in terms of the variables reasoning, verbal, and physical conflict tactics. 
According to scoring procedures for the CTS, scores ranging from 0 to 14 are 
considered low and those 15 and above are considered high.1 Results from this 
study support the hypotheses that there is a significant difference in male and 
female respondent physical conflict tactics. However, there is no significant 
difference between male and female respondent reasoning and verbal conflict 
tactics. These factors are demonstrated in tables 30 through 32. 
Although statistical significance was not proven in terms of differences 
between males and females in terms of reasoning and verbal conflict tactics, the 
raw scores do demonstrate some differences between the two groups. Male 
respondents in the study had lower verbal aggression and physical aggression 
scores. However, less than 50 percent of scores for males and females were in 
1 Ola W. Barnett, et. al. Family Violence Across the Lifespan: An Introduction. (London: Sage 
Publications, 1997), 35. 
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the low range for reasoning scores. Other scores were well distributed between 
15 and 59 points, 52.9% for males and 50.1% for females. This suggests that 
male and female respondents did try to use reasoning when in conflict with 
siblings, and parents. Male and female verbal raw scores were slightly different. 
The raw scores reflect that females tend to engage in more verbally aggressive 
conflict tactics than males. Over 50 percent of males scored low in the verbal 
aggression category, while 50% of females scored high, which indicates that 
females were communicating more than males (effectively or ineffectively). 
However, as stated earlier, the T-test did not note a significant difference 
between the two groups in terms of verbal conflict tactics. 
The significant difference between the groups as established by the T-test 
was in the area of physical aggression. Well over 50 percent of males, 
specifically 88.2%, scored themselves in the 0 to 14 range for physical 
aggression. While, the results indicate that 50 percent of female respondents 
engaged in more physically aggressive acts during a conflictual situation with 
siblings and/or parents, indicating that females are engaging in more externalizing 
behaviors than males within the family environment. 
Fathers’ Scores 
When looking at the reasoning scores of the parents in this study, scores 
for the fathers of the male respondents were significantly lower than that for 
72 
female respondents. The primary reason for this is that 45.7% of the 
respondents did not live with their fathers and most of these respondents were 
males. In all questions (with the exception of one) regarding fathers’ conflict 
tactics, 12 or 70.6% of males did not respond and this lack of response indicated 
that the father did not live in the home. 
The majority of scores (although less than 50 percent) for fathers of female 
respondents were low for the reasoning, verbal and physical aggression conflict 
tactics. The same is the case for fathers of male respondents. However, female 
respondents did score their fathers in the other ranges. Females also scored 
their fathers in the range between 15 to 44 in reasoning and verbal aggression 
conflict tactics. This is an indication that dialogue between father and daughter 
does exist. Over 50 percent of females scored their fathers in the low range for 
physical aggression. This indicates that these youth are not experiencing 
physically aggressive acts from their fathers; nor are they witnessing physically 
aggressive acts inflicted upon their mothers by their fathers. 
Conclusions cannot be drawn regarding conflict tactics of males and their 
fathers because of lack of contact within the home environment. It would be an 
error to draw conclusions from statistics presented for the males in relation to 
their fathers because 70.6% of possible male respondents did not respond to 
questions regarding their father. 
73 
Mothers’ Scores 
Statistics regarding the mother are more representative because 88.2% of 
males and 94.4% of females did respond to the questions pertaining to mothers. 
Like the fathers’ scores, the mothers’ scores are mostly in the low range. The 
mothers of females scored significantly higher in the reasoning and verbal conflict 
tactics than mothers of the males. This is an indication that more communication 
(verbal) is occurring between mother and daughter than mother and son. Male 
respondents scored their mothers overwhelming low in reasoning and verbal 
conflict tactics with well over 50 percent of the scores falling in the 0 to 14 scoring 
range. However, females did witness more physical aggression tactics by their 
mothers according to scores, with 27.9% of mothers scores falling in the range of 
15 to 59 points for physical aggression. 
These statistics could be explained by control issues as discussed earlier 
in the context of the Social Bonds theory. Parents, particularly mothers, tend to 
be less restrictive on males than females. Another explanation may be same sex 
problems; meaning a mother is more likely to be in conflict with her daughter for 
various reasons than with a son. Finally, a point for consideration is the 
possibility that girls are modeling their mothers behaviors. The results indicated 
that girls used more physically aggressive tactics than boys, and mothers also 
demonstrated more usage of physically aggressive tactics than fathers in this 
study. 
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Limitations of The Study 
A primary concern in regards to this study was the instrument used for 
data collection. There is some question as to the appropriateness of using the 
Conflict Tactics Subscales (CTS) for this population. This is significant because 
the CTS uses the father or significant other in questions, however, almost 50 
percent of respondents did not live with their father. Also, the difficulty of the 
instrument was a concern. Some respondents may not have understood the 
method for completing the questionnaire even when explanations were provided. 
A more simplified question and answer format should be used with this 
population. 
The questionnaire also lacked cultural sensitivity. More culturally 
sensitive questions may have enhanced the probability of more truthful 
responses . One recognized factor of importance is the cultural differences 
between African-American families and Caucasian families. Specifically, it is 
thought by some that the use of objects such as belts and switches to discipline 
children is considered appropriate in many Black families, whereas, this is not 
the case in Caucasian families. However, it is questionable that these tactics are 
totally unacceptable in Caucasian families. 
This study is based on one family member’s interpretation of the conflict 
tactics within the home. This is significant because the child may not report all 
physical aggression that has taken place or he/she may underreport in other 
areas. Research has shown that children do underreport violence in the home. 
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This may be because of the sensitive nature of the topic. Marital violence, and 
child abuse are topics in which participants are hesitant to reveal information. A 
high nonresponse rate raises questions about why people choose not to 
respond and whether their nonresponse limits the representativeness of the 
sample.2 
The study also lacks comparison groups. This study relies on a selective 
sample without a comparison group which limits the external validity. This is a 
common problem for family violence related research.3 The findings cannot be 
generalized outside of this sample which was taken from a special program in 
the Fulton County Juvenile Court, and therefore is not representative of the 
population. Specifically, the means of obtaining participants prohibits 
generalization of the findings. 
Future Research Suggestions 
This study has revealed many areas for further research. Primarily, a 
more randomized sample should be used to permit comparison of various family 
types and generalizability. When using the Conflict Tactic Scale, it would be 
ideal to have all family members who reside in a household answer the 




Furthermore, the study should be expanded to other environments such as 
the school environment, and maybe even the neighborhood environment. How 
do truant African-American males and females handle conflict in these other 
areas? An examination of the communication methods of African-American 
males and females is needed. The results of this study indicate that males are 
more internalizing within the home than females, while other research shows that 
males are more externalizing outside of the home. What are these males doing 
outside of the home to express their anger and frustration that is not expressed in 
the home and why are they not externalizing it at home? 
Truancy is another area with research possibilities. This status offense is 
one that receives little attention, however, it is significant because it can be a 
predictor of more serious offenses in the future. More attention given to the 
cause and prevention of truancy may help decrease the number of juvenile 
crimes committed. 
Finally, research in all aspects of the ethnic American family is needed. 
The communication patterns and conflict resolution patterns are different within 
various races of families. Research and literature are limited in this area. Along 
the same vein, research should also address as many nontraditional family 
systems as possible. Most of the literature addresses the family in the traditional 
framework. However, family has taken on many forms, such as cohabitee 
parenting and homosexual parenting, and more of these forms should be 
examined. 
CHAPTER 6 
IMPLICATIONS FOR SOCIAL WORK PRACTICE 
The differences in male and female delinquents are consequential. 
Treatment modalities usually address the delinquent without regard to gender. 
However, results of this study alone show that their is a difference in the 
behaviors of the two, specifically in physical conflict tactics. The implications of 
these factors in terms of knowledge, theory, and practice for social workers will 
be addressed. The knowledge base of social workers must be extensive. The 
results of this study demonstrate the need for knowledge in methods of resolving 
conflict within various systems. Improper management of conflict can be a major 
source of destruction and deterioration in the home and in society. Professional 
social workers have a responsibility to address conflict tactics within systems, and 
to teach clients the proper methods of handling conflict when necessary. 
Knowledge regarding policy development and modification is essential. 
Conflict management should be taught to young people, and the ideal location for 
this is in the home, but it is not always done there. The next logical context for 
teaching conflict management skills is within the school system. School social 
workers may have to be the impetus for creating policies and procedures for the 
development of a conflict tactics educational plan in the schools. 
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When experiencing similar problems within the home environment, male 
and female adolescents respond with different behaviors. As stated earlier, most 
theories and treatment models do not address these differences. Research in 
this area has been limited. Professional social workers make an ethical 
commitment to participate in areas of research and to continue strengthening 
their knowledge base. This study has indicated the need for theories to address 
African-American juvenile delinquency, both male and female. Therefore, as 
professionals who have an ethical responsibility and who deal with this 
population, social workers must act accordingly by becoming involved in more 
cultural and gender based research. 
One significant point identified in this research is that boys and girls are 
equally likely to commit status offenses, however girls are more likely to be 
brought to court for these offenses. This factor has important implications for 
social work practice and the criminal justice system with regard to early 
interventions. An argument could be raised which says girls receive early 
intervention because they are brought into the juvenile justice system more 
frequently than boys for status offenses. This early intervention may prohibit 
serious delinquent offenses; whereas boys are left untreated during early 
offenses and go on to commit more serious offenses which eventually lead to 
entry into the penal system. Social workers have to be aware of this factor. 
School social workers in particular can work to ensure that males and 
females receive early intervention by identifying truant students. Truancy has 
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been identified as an early indicator of future more serious delinquent offenses. 
However, the majority of truant cases within the school system go unidentified 
and untreated. School social workers have a responsibility to identify and work 
with these students as means of prevention. 
Finally, practicing social workers have to acknowledge the stresses of 
single parenthood. Specifically, the lack of father figures in the home is a 
problem that continues to grow in this country, however, it is not insurmountable. 
Consideration should be given to mothers who have dual roles in parenting and to 
the children who are without a father figure. It is of foremost importance that 
social workers consider these factors when working with single parent homes. 
Creativity and ingenuity must be used to alleviate some of the strain that is placed 
on a family system when either parent is not upholding their part within the 
system. The lack of active participation from either parent can throw the family 
system off balance. The social worker must work with the family to initiate 
methods to return the system to balance while curtailing as much stress as 
possible. All of these objectives can be met if professional social workers obtain 
their professional and ethical commitments to their clients and the social work 
profession. 
APPENDIX A: AUXILLARY TABLES 
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Never 2 11.8 1 10 0 5 27 8 5 27.8 
Once that 
year 
0 0 0 0 1 5.6 1 5.6 
Two or 
three times 





0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 
About once 
a month 




3 17 6 3 30 0 3 16.7 2 11.1 
No 
response 
12 70 6 13 6.0 8 44.4 10 55.6 
Total 17 100.0 17 100.0 18 100 0 18 100.0 



























Never 2 118 1 5 9 4 22.2 6 33 3 
Once that 
year 
0 0 0 0 2 11.1 0 0 
Two or 
three times 





1 5 9 1 5 9 0 0 0 0 
About once 
a month 




2 118 2 118 1 5 6 0 0 
No 
response 
12 70 6 13 76 5 8 44 4 10 55.6 
Total 17 100 0 17 100 0 18 100 0 18 100 0 



























Never 4 23 5 2 11.8 4 22 2 5 27 8 
Once that 
year 
0 0 0 0 1 5 6 1 5.6 
Two or 
three times 





0 0 1 5 9 0 0 1 5.6 
About once 
a month 




1 5.9 1 5 9 3 16.7 1 5 6 
No 
response 
12 70 6 13 76 5 8 44 4 10 55.6 
Total 17 100.0 17 100 0 18 100.0 18 100.0 




























Never 4 23 5 2 118 4 22 2 4 22.2 
Once that 
year 
0 0 0 0 1 5 6 1 5.6 
Two or 
three times 





0 0 1 5 9 1 5.6 1 5 6 
About once 
a month 




1 5 9 1 5 9 3 16 7 1 5.6 
No 
response 
12 70 6 13 76 5 8 44 4 10 55.6 
Total 17 100 0 17 100 0 18 100.0 18 100 0 



























Never 1 5 9 0 0 6 33 3 5 27.8 
Once that 
year 
2 11 8 1 5 9 1 5 6 0 0 
Two or 
three times 





0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5.6 
About once 
a month 




1 5 9 1 5.9 1 5 6 0 0 
No 
response 
12 70 6 13 76 5 8 44.4 11 61.1 
Total 17 100.0 17 100 0 18 100 0 18 100 0 



























Never 3 17 6 2 118 3 16 7 3 16.7 
Once that 
year 
0 0 0 0 2 11.1 0 0 
Two or 
three times 





0 0 1 5 9 0 0 1 5.6 
About once 
a month 




2 118 1 5 9 3 16.7 4 22 2 
No 
response 
12 70 6 13 76 5 8 44 4 10 55.6 
Total 17 100.0 17 100 0 18 100.0 18 100 0 



























Never 3 17 6 3 17.6 4 22 2 5 27.8 
Once that 
year 
0 0 0 0 1 5 6 0 0 
1 wo or 
three times 





0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
About once 
a month 




1 5.9 1 5 9 3 16 7 2 11.1 
No 
response 
12 66 7 13 76 5 8 44 4 10 55 6 
Total 17 100 0 17 100 0 18 100 0 18 100.0 



























Never 3 17 6 1 5 9 4 22 2 3 16.7 
Once that 
year 
0 0 2 118 0 0 0 0 
Two or 
three times 





1 59 0 0 1 5.6 1 5 6 
About once 
a month 




1 5 9 1 5 9 1 5 6 2 11.1 
No 
response 
12 70 6 13 76 5 8 44 4 10 55.6 
Total 17 100.0 17 100 0 18 100.0 18 100.0 




























Never 4 23 5 3 17 6 5 27.8 5 27 8 
Once that 
year 
0 0 0 0 1 5 6 0 0 
Two or 
three times 





0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
About once 
a month 




1 5 9 1 5 9 0 0 2 11.1 
No 
response 
12 70 6 13 76 5 10 55 6 10 55.6 
Total 17 100 0 17 100 0 18 100.0 18 100.0 



























Never 4 23 5 3 17 6 4 22 2 5 27.8 
Once that 
year 
0 0 0 0 2 111 0 0 
Two or 
three times 





0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
About once 
a month 




1 5 9 1 5 9 1 5 6 2 11.1 
No 
response 
12 70 6 13 76.5 9 50 0 10 556 
Total 17 100 0 17 100.0 18 100 0 18 100.0 



























Never 4 23 5 3 17 6 7 38 9 4 22 2 
Once that 
year 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Two or 
three times 





0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
About once 
a month 




1 5.9 1 5.9 0 0 2 11.1 
No 
response 
12 70 6 13 76.5 8 44 4 11 61.1 
Total 17 100 0 17 100 0 18 100.0 18 100.0 



























Never 2 118 1 5 9 5 27 8 4 22.2 
Once that 
year 
1 5 9 1 5.9 1 5 6 0 0 
Two or 
three times 





0 0 0 0 1 5 6 2 11.1 
About once 
a month 




1 5 9 1 5 9 0 0 1 5.6 
No 
response 
12 70.6 13 76 5 8 44 4 11 61.1 
Total 17 100 0 17 100 0 18 100 0 18 100.0 



























Never 2 11 8 1 5 9 6 33 3 4 22 2 
Once that 
year 
2 11.8 2 118 0 0 0 0 
Two or 
three times 





0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
About once 
a month 




1 5 9 1 5 9 1 5 6 1 5.6 
No 
response 
12 70 6 13 76 5 8 44.4 11 61.1 
Total 17 100 0 17 100 0 18 100 0 18 100 0 
vO 



























Never 4 23 5 3 17 6 6 33.3 4 22 2 
Once that 
year 
0 0 0 0 1 5 6 0 0 
Two or 
three times 





0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 6 
About once 
a month 




1 5 9 1 5.9 1 5.6 1 5 6 
No 
response 
12 70 6 13 76.5 8 44 4 11 61 1 
Total 17 100.0 17 100 0 18 100 0 18 100.0 



























Never 6 35.3 5 29 4 5 27 8 4 22 2 
Once that 
year 
2 11.8 0 0 0 0 1 5.6 
Two or 
three times 





1 5.9 2 118 0 0 0 0 
About once 
a month 




3 17.6 3 17 6 8 44 4 7 38.9 
No 
response 
3 17.6 3 17 6 1 5 6 2 11.1 
Total 17 100.0 17 100 0 18 100 0 18 100.0 



























Never 7 41 2 6 35 3 5 27 8 4 22 2 
Once that 
year 
2 118 0 0 2 111 2 11.1 
Two or 
three times 





2 11.8 1 5 9 1 5 6 2 11.1 
About once 
a month 




1 5 9 1 5 9 5 27.8 5 27 8 
No 
response 
2 118 3 17 6 1 5 6 2 11.1 
Total 17 100 0 17 100 0 18 100 0 18 100.0 
vO 
ON 



























Never 6 35.3 5 29 4 10 55 6 8 44.4 
Once that 
year 
3 17 6 1 5.9 1 0 0 0 
Two or 
three times 





1 5 9 2 118 2 111 1 5.6 
About once 
a month 




4 23 5 3 17 6 2 11.1 3 16.7 
No 
response 
2 118 3 17 6 1 5 6 4 22 2 
Total 17 100 0 17 100 0 18 100 0 18 100.0 



























Never 10 58 8 7 41.2 6 33 3 8 44.4 
Once that 
year 
0 0 1 5.9 2 11.1 2 111 
Two or 
three times 





0 0 2 118 0 0 0 0 
About once 
a month 




4 23 5 1 5.9 2 11.1 0 0 
No 
response 
2 11.8 3 17.6 2 11.1 2 11.1 
Total 17 100.0 17 100.0 18 100 0 18 100.0 



























Never 7 41.2 5 29.4 7 38 9 9 50.0 
Once that 
year 
2 11.8 2 118 2 11.1 1 5.6 
Two or 
three times 

















2 11.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 
No 
response 
2 118 3 17 6 2 111 2 11.1 
Total 17 100.0 17 100 0 18 100.0 18 100.0 



























Never 11 64 7 10 58.8 9 50 0 8 44.4 
Once that 
year 
0 0 1 5 9 2 11.1 1 5.6 
Two or 
three times 





2 118 1 5.9 0 0 1 5 6 
About once 
a month 




1 5 9 1 5 9 3 16 7 2 11.1 
No 
response 
2 118 3 17 6 2 11.8 2 11.1 
Total 17 100 0 17 100 0 18 100.0 18 100 0 



























Never 12 70 6 8 47 1 9 50 0 7 38 9 
Once that 
year 
1 5 9 3 17 6 1 5 6 0 0 
Two or 
three times 





0 0 0 0 1 56 1 5.6 
About once 
a month 




1 5.9 2 118 2 11.1 4 22 2 
No 
response 
2 118 3 17.6 2 111 2 11.1 
Total 17 100 0 17 100 0 18 100.0 18 100 0 



























Never 11 64.7 10 58 8 10 55 6 6 33.3 
Once that 
year 
2 11.8 1 5.9 1 5.6 1 5.6 
Two or 
three times 





0 0 0 0 1 5 6 0 0 
About once 
a month 




2 11.8 2 118 1 5.6 5 27.8 
No 
response 
2 118 3 17 6 2 111 2 111 
Total 17 100 0 17 100.0 18 100 0 18 100.0 




























Never 13 76.5 11 64 7 12 66.7 9 50 0 
Once that 
year 
1 5 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Two or 
three times 





0 0 2 11 8 1 5 6 1 5.6 
About once 
a month 




1 5 9 1 5 9 1 5.6 1 5.6 
No 
response 
2 118 3 17 6 2 111 2 111 
Total 17 100 0 17 100 0 18 100 0 18 100 0 



























Never 12 70 6 12 70 6 11 61.1 7 38.9 
Once that 
year 
1 5.9 1 5 9 1 5.6 1 56 
Two or 
three times 





0 0 0 0 1 56 0 0 
About once 
a month 




1 5 9 1 5 9 2 111 3 16.7 
No 
response 
2 118 3 17 6 2 111 2 111 
Total 17 100 0 17 100 0 18 100.0 18 100.0 



























Never 11 64 7 12 70 6 11 61.1 7 38.9 
Once that 
year 
2 11.8 1 5 9 1 5 6 1 5.6 
Two or 
three times 





1 5.9 0 0 1 5.6 0 0 
About once 
a month 




1 5 9 0 0 2 111 3 16.7 
No 
response 
2 11.8 3 17.6 2 11.1 2 11.1 
Total 17 100.0 17 100 0 18 100 0 18 100.0 



























Never 11 64.7 11 64.7 9 50 0 6 33.3 
Once that 
year 
2 11.8 2 118 1 5 6 1 5.6 
Two or 
three times 





1 5.9 1 5 9 1 5 6 2 11.1 
About once 
a month 




1 5 9 0 0 2 111 2 11.1 
No 
response 
2 118 3 17 6 2 111 2 111 
Total 17 100 0 17 100 0 18 100 0 18 100.0 



























Never 10 58 8 13 76 5 10 55 6 6 33.3 
Once that 
year 
2 11.8 1 5 9 0 0 0 0 
Two or 
three times 





1 5.9 0 0 1 56 3 16.7 
About once 
a month 




1 5 9 0 0 2 111 2 11.1 
No 
response 
2 118 3 17.6 2 111 2 11.1 
Total 17 100 0 17 100 0 18 100.0 18 100.0 












Never 12 70 6 13 
Once that 
year 
0 0 0 
Two or 
three times 





0 0 0 
About once 
a month 




1 5 9 0 
No 
response 
2 11.8 3 























10 55 6 8 44 4 
1 5.6 1 5 6 
2 111 2 11.1 
0 0 2 11.1 
0 0 0 0 
3 16 7 3 16.7 
2 11.1 2 11.1 
18 100 0 18 100.0 100.0 































Never 2 118 3 17.6 2 11.1 2 11.1 
Once that 
year 
0 0 1 5.9 0 0 1 5.6 
Two or 
three times 





0 0 1 5.9 0 0 1 5.6 
About once 
a month 




2 11.8 5 29 4 1 5 6 3 16.7 
No 
response 
12 70 6 5 29 4 14 77.8 5 27.8 
Total 17 100.0 17 100 0 18 100 0 18 100.0 































Never 2 118 3 17.6 2 111 2 111 
Once that 
year 
0 0 1 5 9 0 0 2 111 
Two or 
three times 





0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
About once 
a month 




2 118 5 29 4 1 5 6 6 33 3 
No 
response 
12 70 6 5 29 4 14 77.8 6 33 3 
Total 17 100.0 17 100 0 18 100 0 18 100 0 































Never 2 11.8 5 29 4 2 11.1 3 16.7 
Once that 
year 
0 0 1 5 9 0 0 3 16.7 
Two or 
three times 





0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
About once 
a month 




1 5.9 5 29 4 0 0 4 22 2 
No 
response 
12 70 6 5 29 4 14 77.8 6 33.3 
Total 17 100.0 17 1000 18 100.0 18 100.0 































Never 2 118 6 35 3 2 11.1 3 16.7 
Once that 
year 
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5.6 
Two or 
three times 





0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
About once 
a month 




1 5 9 4 23 5 0 0 4 22.2 
No 
response 
12 70 6 5 29 4 14 77.8 6 33.3 
Total 17 100 0 17 100 0 18 100.0 18 100.0 































Never 3 17 6 5 29.4 2 11.1 4 22 2 
Once that 
year 
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5.6 
Two or 
three times 





1 5.9 1 5 9 0 0 1 5.6 
About once 
a month 




0 0 2 118 0 0 2 11.1 
No 
response 
12 70.6 5 29 4 14 77 8 6 33.3 
Total 17 100 0 17 100 0 18 100 0 18 100 0 































Never 3 17 6 6 35 3 2 11.1 5 27.8 
Once that 
year 
0 0 1 5.9 0 0 1 5.6 
Two or 
three times 





0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
About once 
a month 




0 0 4 23 5 0 0 5 27.8 
No 
response 
12 70 6 6 35.3 14 77.8 6 33.3 
Total 17 100 0 17 100 0 18 100.0 18 100.0 































Never 3 17 6 5 29 4 2 11.1 4 22.2 
Once that 
year 
1 5.9 0 0 1 5.6 1 5 6 
Two or 
three times 





0 0 1 5 9 0 0 1 5.6 
About once 
a month 




0 0 5 29 4 0 0 4 22.2 
No 
response 
12 70 6 5 29 4 14 77 8 6 33 3 
Total 17 100 0 17 100 0 18 100.0 18 100.0 




































0 0 0 0 0 1 5.6 
Two or 
three times 





0 0 0 0 1 5.6 0 0 
About once 
a month 




1 5.9 5 29 4 0 0 3 16.7 
No 
response 
12 70 6 5 294 14 77.8 6 33.3 
Total 17 100 0 17 100.0 18 100.0 18 100 0 
Table 69. --Threw Something , but Not at The Other Person, or, Smashed Something 
































Never 2 11.8 7 41 2 3 16 7 6 33 3 
Once that 
year 
1 5.9 1 5.9 0 0 2 11.1 
Two or 
three times 





0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5.6 
About once 
a month 




1 5 9 2 118 0 0 2 11.1 
No 
response 
12 70 6 5 294 14 77.8 6 33.3 
Total 17 100 0 17 100 0 18 100.0 18 100.0 































Never 2 11.8 6 35.3 2 11.1 6 33 3 
Once that 
year 
0 0 0 0 0 0 2 11.1 
Two or 
three times 





0 0 1 5 9 0 0 1 5.6 
About once 
a month 




1 5.9 2 118 0 0 2 11.1 
No 
response 
12 70 6 5 29 4 14 70.6 6 33.3 
Total 17 100.0 17 100 0 18 100 0 18 100 0 































Never 3 17 6 5 29 4 2 11.1 5 27.8 
Once that 
year 
0 0 3 17.6 0 0 4 22.2 
Two or 
three times 





1 5.9 1 5 9 1 5.6 0 0 
About once 
a month 




0 0 2 11.8 0 0 2 11.1 
No 
response 
12 70 6 5 29 4 14 77.8 6 33.3 
Total 17 100.0 17 100 0 18 100.0 18 100.0 































Never 3 17.6 6 35 3 2 11.1 6 33 3 
Once that 
year 
0 0 1 5.9 0 0 2 11.1 
Two or 
three times 





1 5 9 0 0 1 5.6 0 0 
About once 
a month 




0 0 3 17 6 0 0 2 11.1 
No 
response 
12 70.6 5 29 4 14 77.8 6 33.3 
Total 17 100 0 17 100.0 18 100 0 18 100.0 































Never 2 118 5 29 4 2 11.1 5 27 8 
Once that 
year 
1 5 9 2 11 8 0 0 3 16.7 
Two or 
three times 





0 0 1 5 9 0 0 1 5.6 
About once 
a month 




1 5.9 2 118 0 0 2 111 
No 
response 
12 70.6 5 29 4 14 77 8 6 33.3 
Total 17 100.0 17 100 0 18 100 0 18 100.0 






























Never 2 11.8 6 35.3 2 11.1 6 33.3 
Once that 
year 

















0 0 2 11.8 1 5.6 2 11.1 
No 
response 
12 70.6 5 29.4 14 77.8 6 33.3 
Total 17 100.0 17 100.0 18 100.0 18 100.0 































Never 2 118 5 29.4 2 11.1 6 33.3 
Once that 
year 
0 0 2 11.8 0 0 1 5.6 
Two or 
three times 





0 0 1 5 9 1 5.6 1 5.6 
About once 
a month 




0 0 2 118 0 0 1 5.6 
No 
response 
14 82 4 6 35 3 14 77.8 7 38.9 
Total 17 100.0 17 100 0 18 100.0 18 100.0 
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CLARK ATLANTA UNIVERSITY 
December 18,1996 
Ms. Janet Ransom 
Supervisor, Truancy Intervention Project 
Fulton County Juvenile Court 
445 Capitol Avenue, S.W. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30312 
Dear Ms. Ransom: 
1 am requesting your assistance in obtaining subjects to participate in a study on 
“Conflict Tactics Among Truant African-American Adolescent Males and Females.” As 
you know, I am a second year graduate student in the School of Social Work at Clark 
Atlanta University and the completion of a thesis is required as a partial fulfillment for 
the degree of Master of Social Work. This exploratory descriptive study is strictly for 
research purposes. At the completion of the study a copy will be provided to your 
program upon request. 
Specifically, 1 would like to administer a 52-item questionnaire to thirty (30) 
teens, fifteen (15) males and fifteen (15) females from the Truancy Intervention Program. 
Perhaps, with your sanction, 1 could administer the questionnaire to the fifteen (15) 
active cases that have been referred from Juvenile Court to the Community and Family 
Life Center of Clark Atlanta University. Hence, 1 am asking you to identify fifteen (15) 
additional youth - nine (9) boys and six (6) girls. Please be assured that complete 
confidentiality and anonymity will be maintained. The questionnaire should require no 
more than ten (10) to fifteen (15) minutes. 
Attached, please find a copy of the questionnaire. 1 will be happy to answer any 
additional questions you have. Thank you in advance for your assistance. 
Respectfully Submitted, 
name JVI. ivuicneii, i nesis Advisor 
JAMES P. BRAWLEY DRIVE AT FAIR STREET, sw • ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30314 • <404) MO-MOO 
Kim T. Gruber, Graduate Intern 
hnrmi m iWi 6» iV af Aàmo Umruy 1965. ml Omi Calk?. 1969 




CONFLICT TACTICS SCALES 
Demographic Information 
1. What is your age?  
2. What is your sex/gender? (Circle one) 
A. Male 
B. Female 
3. What grade are you in?  
4. What is your religious affiliation if any?  
5. What is your race/ethnicity?  




C. Mother’s Boyfriend/Significant other 
D. Father’s Girlfriend/Significant other 
E. Sister(s)  
F. Brothers)  
G. Other (please indicate who)  
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Conflict with Brother or Sister 
Here is a list of things that you and your brother or sister might have done when you had a conflict. Now 
taking all arguments or disagreements into account, we would like you to say how often you had done the 
things listed at any time during the last year. Answer by circling one of these numbers for your brother or 















0 = Never 
1 = Once that year 
2 = Two or three times 
3 = Often, but less than once a month 
4 = About once a month 
5 = More than once a month 
Tried to discuss the issue calmly 
Did discuss the issue calmly 
Got information to back up his/her side of things 
Brought in someone else to help settle things 
(or tried to) 
Argued but did not yell 
Yelled and/or insulted each other 
Pouted and/or refused to talk about it 
Stomped out of the room 
Threw something (but not at the other) or smashed 
something 
Threatened to throw something at the other 
Threw something at the other 
Pushed, grabbed, or shoved the other 
Hit or tried to hit the other person but 
not with anything 
Hit or tried to hit the other person with something 
hard 
Brother or Sister 
0 12 3 4 5 
0 12 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 12 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 12 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 12 3 4 5 
0 12 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 12 3 4 5 
Me 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 12 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 12 3 4 5 
0 12 3 4 5 
0 12 3 4 5 
0 12 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
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Conflict with Parent(s) and/or Significant Other 
Here is the same list of things that you and your mother and father ( or mother’s/ father’s significant other or 
boyfriend/girlfriend) might have done when you had a conflict. Now taking into account all disagreements 
(not just the most serious one), we would like you to say how often you had done the things listed at any 
time during the last year. Answer by circling one of these numbers for each person. 
0 = Never 
1 = Once that year 
2 = Two or three times 
3 = Often, but less than once a month 
4 = About once a month 
5 = More than once a month 
Father/ Me Mother/ 
Boyfriend Girlfriend 
0 *1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5 A. Tried to discuss the issue calmly 0 12 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 0 12 3 4 5 B. Did discuss the issue calmly 0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 12 3 4 5 0 12 3 4 5 C. Got information to back up 0 1 2 3 4 5 
his/her side of things 
0 12 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5 D. Brought in someone else to 0 12 3 4 5 
help settle things (or tried to) 
0 1 2 3 4 5 0 12 3 4 5 E. Argued but did not yell 0 12 3 4 5 
Me 
0 12 3 4 5 
0 12 3 4 5 
0 12 3 4 5 
0 12 3 4 5 
0 12 3 4 5 
0 12 3 4 5 
0 12 3 4 5 
0 12 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 12 3 4 5 
0 12 3 4 5 
0 12 3 4 5 
0 12 3 4 5 
0 12 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
F. Yelled and/or insulted each other 0 1 2 3 4 5 
G. Pouted and/or refused to talk 0 12 3 4 5 
about it 
H. Stomped out of the room 0 12 3 4 5 
I. Threw something (but not at 0 1 2 3 4 5 
the other) or smashed something 
J. Threatened to throw something 0 1 2 3 4 5 
at the other 
K. Threw something at the other 0 1 2 3 4 5 
L. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved the 0 1 2 3 4 5 
other 
M. Hit or tried to hit the other 0 1 2 3 4 5 
person but not with amthing 
N. Hit or tried to hit the other 0 1 2 3 4 5 
person with something hard 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 12 3 4 5 
0 12 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
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Father/Boyfriend-Mother/Girlfriend Resolution 
We have the same list of things your father ( or mother’s boyfriend) and mother (or father’s girlfriend) may 
have done when they had a conflict. Now taking all disagreements into account (not just the most serious 
one), how often did they do the things listed at any time during the last year? 
0 - Never 
1 = Once that year 
2 = Two or three times 
3 = Often, but less than once a month 
4 = About once a month 
5 = More than once a month 
Father/Boyfriend Mother/Girlfriend 
1. Tried to discuss the issue calmly 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5 
2. Did discuss the issue calmly 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5 
3. Got information to back up his/her side of things 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5 
4. Brought in someone else to help settle things 
(or tried to) 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5 
5. Argued but did not yell 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5 
6. Yelled and/or insulted each other 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5 
7. Pouted and/or refused to talk about it 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5 
8. Stomped out of the room 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5 
9. Threw something (but not at the other) or smashed 
something 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5 
10. Threatened to throw something at the other 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5 
11. Threw something at the other 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5 
12. Pushed, grabbed, or shoved the other 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5 
13. Hit or tried to hit the other person but 
not with anything 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5 
14. Hit or tried to hit the other person with something 
hard 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5 
17. Threatened to break up their relationship 0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5 
This scale has been modified from the Conflict Tactics Scales as developed by M. A. Straus and R.J. Gelles. It is used to 
measure reasoning, verbal aggression, and violence in families. 
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